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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
During the decade of the '80s, there were a number of reports 
released addressing the state of education in America. Some of them were 
The Carnegie Report (1983); A Nation at Risk (1983); Action for 
Excellence (1983); Horace's Compromise: The Dilemma of the American High 
School (Sizer, 1984) and A Place Called School (Goodlad, 1984). All of 
these reports had a common theme: an indictment of the American 
educational system and its failure to provide a quality education for its 
students. But the strong language of A Nation at Risk made it the most 
devastating and the most often quoted. 
The result of these reports was that the educational community, 
nationwide, was galvanized into action. The mantle of school reform has 
enveloped all facets of the educational process: extended school days, 
extended school years, more rigor in academic courses, administrators' 
leadership training, teacher selection and teacher evaluation. According 
to Toch (1991), "...if problems in teaching were not addressed, the reform 
movement would grind to a dead halt" (p. 135). He was also referring to 
the problem of teacher training and the belief that the teaching 
profession was attracting only "the unaccomplished and uninspired." 
Rationale 
Teacher evaluation had gradually become a personnel management 
process to justify the rationale/decision of retaining or dismissing a 
teacher. Consequently, teacher evaluation took on a new importance and 
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focus. Teacher evaluation became linked with student achievement and 
coupled with the improvement of instruction. This led to a revisitation 
and revival of the theories of the leaders in teacher supervision and 
evaluation (Goldhammer, 19G9, 1973; Cogan, 1973). Effective schools 
research (Edmonds, 1973) experienced a resurgence. Accountability of 
teachers became a focus and concern of parents and school boards across 
the country. The general thrust and belief was that improvement of 
teaching skills, identified by supervision and evaluation of the teacher 
in the classroom, increased teacher effectiveness and ultimately student 
achievement and success. 
Purpose 
While one purpose of this study is to add to the body of research on 
student feedback, it is also intended to view the relationship of the 
teacher's self-assessment to the ratings of students and supervisors. 
Further, it is intended to establish teacher self-feedback norms and 
principal feedback norms when used as a companion to student feedback. 
The Case for Multiappraisers 
The generally accepted method of teacher evaluation was a classroom 
visit two or three times a year to observe the direct delivery of 
instruction. The observer was usually the school principal or an 
assistant principal who was the sole evaluator of the teacher. This 
visit either was announced and expected by the teacher or unannounced. 
The fallacy of this process is that of approximately 170-180 school days. 
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The fallacy of this process is that of approximately 170-180 school days, 
depending on the school system, three observations are equated into a 
summative rating of superior, average or below average, for the entire 
school year. The balance of the time, 167-177 days, classroom 
instruction was not monitored. 
Educators have long agreed among themselves that the "true 
curriculum" is the one that is taught when the teacher closes the 
classroom door and is alone with the students. This is a process that is 
unobservable to a sole evaluator. But if there are multi-appraisers, 
from where will they come? The answer is so obvious that it has escaped 
most school systems. Since students are the only ones with the teacher 
on a daily and intense basis, the question is raised, why aren't 
students' opinions and feedback provided to their teachers? Scriven 
states, "...student evaluation of teaching is almost never used in K-12, 
but constitutes almost all the evaluation of teaching that takes place at 
the post-secondary level. This difference is a purely cultural 
phenomenon, not being connected with validity in any known or likely way" 
(p. 335) . 
The Medley and Coker (1989) study asserted that correlations between 
the average principal's ratings of teacher performance and direct 
measures of teacher effectiveness were near zero. In their review of 
this empirical study, Manatt and Daniels (1990) asked if principals could 
be trained to be more effective in classroom observations and, 
ultimately, performance evaluation. As early as the 1970s, Menne argued 
that the single appraiser just wasn't working (1972). In a paper 
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distributed at a conference at Iowa State University addressing teacher 
evaluation, Menne listed three conditions for accurate measurement to 
occur: 1) there must be a minimum of 15 raters, 2) the ratings must 
indicate differences in teachers and 3) there must be at least two groups 
of raters. Menne and Tolsma (1971) declared that multiple data sources 
are needed to overcome inaccuracies and leniency bias. 
The Case for Student Feedback 
Three hundred sixty degree feedback is a new term that is used in the 
business community. It is a process in which all workers have 
involvement in the evaluation process of their superiors. In some 
schools, principals receive feedback from their subordinates that is 
directly related to their own performance. It follows that as direct 
recipients of the teacher's efforts, students should be able to provide 
feedback on the quality of those efforts. This study is an experiment of 
360 degree feedback in teacher evaluation with the students replacing the 
workers and the teacher replacing the supervisor. 
The School Improvement Model (SIM) at Iowa State University, under 
the co-direction of Professors Richard P. Manatt and Shirley B. Stow, 
advocates the use of a multiple appraisal system for the evaluation of 
teachers. In cooperation with Cave Creek School District 93 of Cave 
Creek, Arizona, SIM developed a multiple appraisal, total systems 
approach to teacher evaluation in which each evaluation component is used 
to determine placement on a career ladder (Price, 1992). Of the five 
components, one is student feedback. 
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Using a survey instrument for Cave Creek that was reliable, validated 
and legally discriminating, the studies of Price (1992) , Omotani (1992) 
and Weber (1992) found that students in grades K-12 can effectively serve 
as one important source of information for the rating of teachers' 
performance. Price (1992) found that, of five factors, student feedback 
was the most powerful in differentiating high performance from low. It 
is the one means of gathering information based on daily observations 
over an extended period of time (Scriven, 1992). Omotani's (1992) study 
supports the role of student raters in grades 6-12. Weber (1992), whose 
work was with students in grades K-5, concluded, "These findings support 
the involvement of young students in the teacher evaluation process." 
She further stated that her findings were consistent with assertions by 
Savage and McCord (1986) and Scriven (1990) that students of any age can 
provide a good perspective on teacher evaluation. 
A preliminary review of the literature reveals that studies of 
student ratings on feedback or evaluation are plentiful at the college or 
university levels (Murray, 1987; Stevens & Aleamoni, 1985; Tiberius, 
Sakin, Slingerland, Jubas, Bell & Matlow, 1989; Tiberius, Sakin & Cappe, 
1987; Tracey, 1985; Wulff, 1985). However, the studies on student 
feedback at the K-12 level are limited. 
As early as 1978, Carl Bennett, a doctoral student at Iowa State 
University, field-tested an experiment "...to investigate the effect of 
increased feedback to teachers about selected teaching behaviors." He 
concluded "...that students may be one of the best and most efficient 
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sources for such information." His study supports the idea that students 
can make appropriate, meaningful teacher assessments. 
Shaw (1973) worked with public schools that had evaluation programs 
that included students in the process. Her findings illustrate reasons 
for rejection of this concept by teachers. She found that teachers 
cooperated if student feedback only had the purpose of improving 
instruction. However, there was great resistance if the feedback was to 
be used as a component in the formal evaluation process. 
The Case for Self-evaluation 
Scriven (1991) believes that the concept of self-feedback should be 
examined. He is not conclusive in his thoughts stating that "...in one 
sense, this is completely fallacious, in another, very important" 
(p. 321). He cautions that self-evaluation cannot be given weight in 
itself and he seems to oppose self-evaluation as part of the evaluation 
process for fear of inflation of the rating. 
It is generally agreed that a teacher's expertise is garnered from 
practical experience. However, there is not an automatic transference 
from experience to expertise. In order to make the transference, the 
teacher must reflect on and analyze those experiences. In a recent 
report, Airasian and Gullickson (1994) discuss teacher self-assessment 
and its characteristics. One of the characteristics they describe is 
directly germane to this investigation. "Self-assessment is provoked by 
many factors but two main ones are dissonance in the environment and 
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personal curiosity about practice" (p. 196). They further assert that 
self-assessment is a "conscious act." 
Withers (1994) supports "co-professional evaluation" in which peers 
evaluate each other's work using established criteria and student 
progress. This supports the multi-appraiser concept. He also argues 
that teachers are practiced evaluators and have much to contribute in 
their own evaluation thus supporting the case for self-evaluation. 
Schon (1987) believes that self-evaluation is a direct result of the 
teacher's reflection on his/her practice in the classroom. He further 
breaks this down into 1) "in action," in which the teacher is making 
decisions and observations while in practice and 2) "on action," in which 
the teacher reflects back on actions/decisions already made and executed. 
Self-evaluation by the teacher is an important aspect to examine 
because it hasn't been compared with student feedback before. There is 
an expectation by the investigator that there will be a gap, or cognitive 
dissonance (Festinger, 1962) in the teacher's, student's and 
administrator's perceptions of the teacher's performances. If Airasian 
and Gullickson (1994) and Schon (1987) are correct, the dissonance in the 
results will facilitate reflection by the teacher on his/her performance. 
This proposed study will partially replicate part of Weber's (1992) 
and Omotani's (1992) studies that dealt with student feedback to 
teachers. During the 20 years that SIM has been involved with norming 
student feedback instruments, there has never been an attempt to link the 
student's feedback with the teacher's self-feedback and to correlate both 
with the principal's feedback. These two variables will be added to the 
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original study to determine if there is a need for multiple-data sources 
or appraisers to overcome inaccuracies. The measures in this 
investigation are: 1) teachers will complete a self-feedback survey-
using a companion instrument to that of the students, and 2) principals 
will also complete a feedback survey to the teacher while using a 
companion instrument to that of the students. The three sets of data 
will be compared to determine if there is cognitive dissonance 
(Festinger, 1962) in how the teacher's performance is perceived by the 
three groups. 
This study will continue the work of Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) 
and initiated by Hildebaugh (1973). Hildebaugh developed a pool of 
discriminating teacher evaluation items for use by school principals. 
This study will also continue the work of Judkins (1987), who used the 
Hildebaugh research as a basis for discriminating grade-level and 
reading-level appropriate feedback instruments. Finally, this study will 
help to establish teacher self- feedback norms and principal feedback 
norms when used as a companion to student feedback. 
Research Questions 
This investigation sought to determine differences, if any, between 
the performance ratings of K-12 classroom teachers by principals, 
students and the teachers themselves. Four well-established instruments 
by levels for students' ratings of teachers (Price, 1992; Omotani & 
Manatt, 1993; Weber, 1993) were modified so that teachers could use the 
instruments as a self-rating scale and principals could use the questions 
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to rate the performance of classroom teachers under their supervision. 
The result was three sets of instruments for use by three rater groups of 
students, teachers and principals and four levels of questions (K-2, 3-5, 
6-8 and 9-12). The teacher was the unit of observation and the teacher's 
classroom performance ratings provided the data for analysis. Three K-12 
school organizations agreed to participate. 
The questions driving the investigation and the hypotheses used 
follow: 
Research Question 1: Will teacher performance ratings vary by the 
districts participating? 
Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers' performance mean scores of 
the three populations from which the samples are drawn. 
Statistical Treatment: One-way ANOVA. 
Because of using age-grade specific language in the instruments, 
there are separate but parallel instruments for K-2, 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12. 
Thus, four subordinate hypotheses are necessary: 
a. There will be no significant differences in the mean scores of 
Level I (K-2). 
b. There will be no significant differences in the mean scores of 
Level II (3-5). 
c. There will be no significant differences in the mean scores of 
Level III (6-8). 
d. There will be no significant differences in the mean scores of 
Level IV (9-12). 
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Research Question 2: 
a. Will aggregate ratings by principals be consistently higher or 
lower than students' ratings? 
b. Will aggregate ratings by teachers be consistently higher or 
lower than students' ratings? 
These questions will be answered by tabling all of the ratings of all 
teachers by teacher code number. Then the three ratings will be compared 
for magnitude and rank under, i.e., students, teacher self-rating and the 
principal's rating. 
Research Question 3: Using student ratings as an indicator of true 
teacher performance, will teacher self-ratings or 
principal ratings of the teacher be similar? 
Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers' performance by the three 
groups of raters—students, principals and teachers—on the 
20-question survey. 
a. There will be no significant differences in the 2 0 questions of 
the survey for Level I (K-2). 
b. There will be no significant differences in the 20 questions of 
the survey for Level II (3-5). 
c. There will be no significant differences in the 20 questions of 
the survey for Level III (6-8). 
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d. There will be no significant differences in the 20 questions of 
the survey for Level IV (9-12). 
Because of the need to use multiple tests of significance (four grade 
levels and three types of raters), a decision was made that 80 percent of 
the items ratings tests must be significant to determine that the whole 
list of 20 items would be judged significantly different. 
Statistical Treatment: ANOVA - Repeated Measures. 
Research Question 4: Will teachers rate themselves more leniently than 
will principals and students? Or will principals 
rate teachers more severely (lower) than will 
students and teachers in self-rating? 
Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers' overall performance rating by 
three groups of raters: students, teachers and 
principals. 
Definition of Terms 
Criterion: A standard rule or test that can be used to judge performance 
based upon the research on effective teaching. 
Discriminating Item: An item which separates high teacher performance 
from that of average and low performance. An instrument item is 
considered to be most effective when it has a high level of item 
discrimination. 
Rvaluation: Making a value judgment concerning the worth or value of the 
classroom teacher's instruction. 
Improvement of Instruction: A process that leads to an increased level 
of professional competence in the classroom. 
Leniencv Bias: The tendency of an evaluator to mark a rating scale 
toward the high end. 
Mean: The arithmetic average of responses of each group. 
Norm: The assembled performance summaries of a group of teachers. 
Norminq: The process of selecting an entire population and measuring 
their performance on the feedback instrument in exactly the same 
manner. 
Norm Table: The tabulated summary of the results of a norming process. 
Rater: One who uses the feedback instrument to evaluate teacher 
performance. 
Rating: Assigning a degree of rank to an exhibited behavior or task 
performed by a classroom teacher. 
Self- feedback/Self-evaluation/Self-rating: Making a value judgment 
concerning the worth or value of one's own performance. 
Student-. f^'pHhack/evaluation/rating; Information concerning the 
perception of the quality of the teacher's performance by the 
students. 
Principal feedback/evaluation/ratinq: Information concerning the 
perception of the quality of the teacher's performance by the 
principal. 
13 
Reliability: Raters of a particular teacher consistently rate that 
individual on a specific item. 
Validity: The concept that the items in fact measure what they are 
intended to measure. 
Delimitations of the Study 
This study included K-12 students, teachers and principals from three 
school districts: two in the United States and one in Germany. 
The establishing of norms for the teacher's self-feedback and 
companion principal's feedback instruments contain the following 
delimitations: 
1. The data for this study were collected in May and June, 1994. 
Students at K-5 levels rated teachers for the entire year. Some 
students at 9-12 levels rated teachers for second semester 
courses only, while some students rated teachers for year-long 
courses. 
2. The student ratings instruments were administered and collected 
by three independent school districts and their respective 
staffs. It is assumed that all three districts implemented the 
surveys according to the guidelines established by the School 
Improvement Model. 
3. The "Mannheim district" is a misnomer. It is a small segment of 
the Department of Defense Dependents Schools (DODDS) in Germany. 
This "district" administered the rating instrument only to a 
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small sample of volunteers. Lincoln County District #1 and 
Basehor-Linwood administered district-wide to volunteers. 
4. No attempt will be made to correlate performance ratings to 
actual student achievement. 
5. The findings of previous research conducted by Hildebaugh (1973), 
Judkins (1987), Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) refining the 
survey questionnaire as to validity, reliability and 
discriminating power were accepted for the purposes of this 
investigation. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
A response to the call "call for reform" of the nation's schools is 
reflected in the six National Education Goals developed in 1991 by the 
nation's governors and former President Bush at the Education Summit in 
Charlottesville, Virginia (U.S. Department of Education, 1991). These 
goals were designed to facilitate superior students in superior schools 
with academic curricula that were of "world class" standards. President 
Clinton, who was a governor at that summit, continued the emphasis on 
education with his administration's "Goals 2000: Educate America Act" 
(U.S. Department of Education, 1991). Added to the original six were 
goals that addressed the professional development of the nation's 
teaching force, and the involvement and partnership of the nation's 
parents. At the core of these two sets of Goals is school improvement or 
how to make our American schools better. 
As Toch (1991) implied, school improvement is directly linked to 
improvement of teaching skills "... if problems in teaching were not 
addressed, the reform movement would grind to a dead halt" (p. 135). In 
his discussion of change, Fullan (1982) stresses that those who are 
supposed to change cannot be ignored by those who are initiating the 
change process. Therefore, it follows that teachers must play an active 
role in changing the way and manner that they deliver instruction and the 
examination of their effectiveness. In an attempt to make that happen, 
this study was designed to have the teacher compare his/her self-evalua­
tion to evaluations of his/her performance by students and the principal. 
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The essence of this study is concerned with feedback. This study 
will investigate student feedback in comparison to ratings of the teacher 
and the principal. This review of literature will 1) review the research 
relating to student feedback and evaluation of teachers at the K-12 
level; 2) review the research regarding self-evaluation or feedback; and 
3) discuss the findings of research as it relates to the effect of 
multiappraisers. 
Dissertation Abstracts, the Educational Resources Information Center 
(ERIC), the Encyclopedia of Educational Research, and the Review of 
Research in Education were sources utilized in this study. Research 
studies were analyzed for applicability to this study. 
Student Feedback (K-12)—A Controversial Issue 
The literature reveals that there is controversy surrounding the idea 
of teachers, below the university level, being evaluated by the students 
they teach. The fact that there is serious dialogue occurring among 
leading researchers lends credence to the importance of the subject. 
Hildebaugh (1973) indicated that he experienced extreme resistance by 
some teachers to student evaluation. Teachers generally believe that in 
the education process, only the student should be evaluated (Oliva, 
1989). There is further discussion relative to the maturity, bias and 
discrimination abilities of students. 
In a K-12 study of 162 students, Driscol et al. (1985) found that 
student ratings of teachers were reliable. He further stated that there 
was a high degree of reliability of students' assessment of teachers' 
behaviors in the areas of student-teacher interaction, teacher warmth and 
enthusiasm, teachers' pacing of classroom work, challenge of academic 
work and difficulty of classroom tasks. 
In a K-5 study of students rating teachers, Weber (1992) concluded 
that . .even primary students (K-2) are capable of being discriminating 
judges of teacher performance. . (p. 136). Manatt and Omotani (1992) 
reported that students are ideal contributors of data on a classroom 
teacher's performance for the entire instructional period because they 
are the only ones who are able to observe the teacher consistently. 
Despite the controversy, there is a serious lack of studies 
addressing student feedback below the university level. However, the 
body of literature is slowly growing in support of K-12 student feedback 
on the quality of teacher performance. Scriven (1991) states that 
student evaluation is the foundation of performance evaluation at the 
university level but is hardly ever used at the K-12 level. He asserts 
that the difference is a cultural phenomenon, and is not connected with 
validity in any known way. However, the conclusions of Rotem and Glasman 
(1979) at the university level are that 1) student ratings do not reflect 
how well students have learned, 2) student feedback is not effective for 
the purpose of improving instruction and 3) student feedback is not 
always beneficial. On the other hand, Murray (1987) affirms that student 
ratings have an overwhelmingly positive impact on the quality of 
postsecondary teaching. This view is validated by the fact that nearly 
all postsecondary institutions allow for student feedback on the quality 
of teaching. According to Levinson-Menges (1981), in many postsecondary 
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institutions, student ratings are the only form of teacher evaluation. 
Aleamoni (1987), in a discussion of student evaluation at the university 
level, lists eight typical concerns of the faculty in this regard. They 
include "...students cannot make judgments... student ratings are 
popularity contests... students are not able to make accurate judgments 
about instruction or the instructor...student rating forms are 
unreliable... too many variables (time of day, gender, class size, 
etc.)...student ratings are connected to grades..." (p. 111). 
In a study supportive of student feedback. Price (1992) discovered 
that student feedback was the most powerful in differentiating high 
performance from low when compared with four other factors (principal's 
ratings, peer ratings, accomplishment of growth plans and student 
achievement). Students of any age can provide a good perspective on 
teacher evaluation is an assertion agreed upon by Savage and McCord 
(1986), Scriven (1990) and Weber (1992). Bennett (1978) found in an 
early investigation of student feedback that students may be one of the 
best sources of information available. 
Many other researchers have concluded that students are a valuable 
source of information about the classroom and teacher performance and 
behavior (Duke, 1977; Walberg, 1974; Driscol et al., 1985; McGreal, 
1988). However, Vollmer and Creek (1988) found that the perceptions of 
children were not reliable for the evaluation of teaching performance. 
Judkins (1987), in his effort to develop a pool of items that had 
reliability and discriminating power for an instrument for student 
feedback for teacher performance, tested an instrument on both elementary 
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and secondary students. He concluded that all students K-12 are capable 
of providing student feedback to teachers that would discriminate among 
teachers and be effective in a teacher evaluation system. His research 
was replicated and supported by the Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) 
studies. Omotani's study with students 6-12 resulted in student ratings 
of teacher performance that was discriminating. Weber, in her work with 
students K-5, supported both Omotani and Judkins in their conclusions. 
She decisively states that "...even primary students (K-2) are capable of 
being discriminating judges of teacher performance when feedback items 
ask for judgment regarding work; i.e., the teacher assigning interesting 
work, students receiving work back quickly, taking tests, and homework" 
(p. 136). An important conclusion of her study is that there is a lack 
of bias in primary and elementary students when compared with the other 
students from higher grade levels (p. 136). 
Building on the work of Price (1992), Weber (1992) and Omotani 
(1992), Wilkerson (1994) conducted a study to establish norms for student 
ratings of teachers by grade, by district, by subject and an aggregate 
norm base. It is his intention that schools and teachers utilize these 
norms for comparison when using the student feedback instrument. In his 
conclusion, one of his recommendations for practice is that "Teachers 
should be encouraged to use student ratings as a source in assessing and 
developing instructional practice and improvement goals" (p. 59) . 
The Case for Self-evaluation 
The definition of self-evaluation is making a judgment concerning the 
worth or value of one's own performance. For this study and review of 
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the literature, it is used interchangeably with self-feedback, self-
rating and self-assessment. Self-evaluation by the teacher as compared 
to student feedback is one of the major questions of the study. Will the 
teacher rate him/herself higher or lower than the student? Will there be 
areas of significant difference? 
Withers (1994) allows that teachers are practiced evaluators and have 
much to contribute in their own evaluation. Scriven (1991) opposes the 
possibility of self-evaluation being a part of any formal evaluation 
process for fear of inflation of the rating. He does concede that it is 
a concept that should be examined. Wilkerson (1994) wonders about the 
correlation that would result from a study involving student ratings, 
principal ratings, peer ratings and self-ratings. He concludes that a 
study of this sort would be "...useful in examining how teachers view 
their instruction relative to the other three rater groups" (p. 60). 
Airaisian and Gullickson (1994) cite the factors of dissonance and 
personal curiosity about practice in their study of self-assessment. 
The,7 define teacher self-assessment as "1) a teacher's reflection on 
classroom actions, beliefs and outcomes; 2) a resulting self-critique of 
one's practice; and 3) if appropriate, a change in teacher understanding 
or future practice" (p. 196). Since teacher self-evaluation is a 
conscious act, it can be theorized that a comparison of a teacher's self-
evaluation to that of students and the principal will facilitate a "change 
in teacher understanding and future practice" (p. 19G). 
Participation in an evaluation process in which the teacher knows 
rating by him/herself will be compared to the ratings of the students 
21 
he/she teaches and to the rating of the principal who monitors his/her 
performance, should generate both factors of "dissonance and personal 
curiosity." If the students rate the teacher differently than he/she 
rates him/herself, this would be an example of dissonance which in turn 
would cause reflection on past actions in the classroom. Schon (1987) 
agrees that reflection on action is necessary for a teacher to 
understand, criticjue and modify his/her teaching. Personal curiosity 
would facilitate the teacher trying to understand the reason for the 
dissonance and have implications for future practices in the classroom. 
The ultimate application of self-assessment or evaluation is that change 
is reflected in practice. Hildebaugh (1973) believed that "self ratings 
have tended to be of little value because the strong teacher underrates 
himself while the weak overrates." 
Oliva's (1989) belief that teachers will only change their behavior 
if they see a need for the change is an underlying belief of this study. 
Comparison of the ratings of the teachers' self-evaluation to others, 
especially the students whom they teach, will foster that need for 
change. 
The Multiple Appraiser's Approach 
Darling-Hammond (1990) declares that "the public has come to believe 
that the key to education improvement lies as much in upgrading the 
quality of teachers as in revamping school programs and curricula" (p. 
16). In the upgrading of the quality of teachers is the assumption that 
there will be an upgrade in the quality of the instruction that the 
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teacher delivers. Thus a search for the "best" way to upgrade the teacher 
and the teacher's proficiencies drives this body of research. 
With all the evidence on teacher evaluation, it appears that a single 
appraiser does not facilitate the kind of improvement that school reform 
demands. Teachers have long opposed the single rater concept and display 
little trust for the process. One real and present danger in having a 
single appraiser is the presence of bias. According to Manatt (1988), 
bias is present in five forms: "1) leniency/severity/central tendency, 
2) halo effect, 3) rater characteristics, 4) rater position, and 
5) personal bias." However, there has been much evidence that the 
multiappraiser approach has more validity and acceptability by the 
teacher than the single appraiser, usually the principal. Hildebaugh 
(1973) comments, "Research has shown that administration ratings often 
tend to be based on factors other than those related to instructional 
competence." In his study, he concluded that a multiappraiser system 
would provide a solution to the one-sided aspect of evaluation. 
In full agreement with Hildebaugh (1973) and Manatt (1988) are Medley 
and Coker (1987). They suggest that the principal is not a good judge of 
teacher performance. They cite the results of 11 empirical studies that 
examined the accuracy of teacher ratings and they all concluded that "the 
correlations between the average principal's ratings of teacher 
performance and direct measures of teacher effectiveness were near zero." 
Therefore, it can be deducted that a principal should not be a sole 
assessor of teacher performance. Using Medley and Coker's (1987) 
findings, Manatt and Daniels (1990) conducted a study on the 
predictability of student achievement as it relates to performance 
ratings. They disagreed with Medley and Coker and discovered that 
principals can accurately evaluate the performance of teachers with 
extensive training and appropriate instrumentation and methodology to 
conduct a study of such. However, the operative words are "extensive 
training," which most systems do not provide. 
The multiappraiser approach is not limited to the education scenario. 
In the business world, as the success of the Japanese is examined, their 
utilization of multiappraisers is prominent in their success. Strong 
emphasis on collaboration, collegiality and a shared vision seem to 
characterize successful companies. Fullan (1983) draws some parallels to 
education when he compares the components of success in the business 
world to the correlates of the effective schools research. 
The study of the Japanese system of Total Quality Management produced 
an analysis that identified the components of the success of that system. 
Quality, as defined by customers, is what commands their focus. 
Continuous improvement is a part of the process. This improvement is 
sought in many ways: 1) by pursuing customer satisfaction, 2) by seeking 
feedback at all levels on the quality of product and performance and 
3) by fostering a sense of ownership and pride in the business. If these 
principles could be applied to the schools, the student or "customer" 
would have input that is valued. In addition, input that addressed 
accountability, excellence of product and level of performance would be 
welcomed and the data utilized. 
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Three hundred sixty (360) degree feedback is another term used in the 
business world that is applicable in the discussion of multiappraisers. 
Smith (1993) indicates that many companies are asking workers to give 
feedback on their superiors' strengths and weaknesses. He calls this 360 
degree feedback because he believes that evaluations should be based on 
criticism and praise from all levels: supervisors, peers, superiors and 
customers. In other words, feedback should come from a full circle of 
people who interact with the evaluatee. 
The evidence for the need for a multiappraiser approach to teacher 
evaluation is reflected in the literature. Sometimes this shows up as a 
systems approach but means the same thing. Aleamoni (1987) and Manatt 
(1987) both agree that for evaluation or appraisals of teacher 
performance to be comprehensive, they must have as their aim the goal of 
enhancing the quality of education rather than the narrow aim of 
improving individual competencies. 
Manatt and Stow (1984) long ago began their work on the School 
Improvement Model (SIM). They exhort the point of view that teacher 
evaluation is but one part of a process for school improvement. Manatt 
(1987) further argues that student ratings are found to be more 
discriminating than any other source of data. 
SIM has generated many studies and dissertations of a total systems 
approach to school improvement, of which evaluation is one component. 
Included in this approach are all the stakeholders of the school: 
teachers, administrators, students, parents and board of education 
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members. In other words, a 360 degree circle of people who interact with 
the school. 
Numerous other studies support the multiappraiser approach. Ferrare 
(1990) found that "collection of student input is increasingly regarded as 
a valuable source of data in the implementation of successful teacher 
evaluation systems." Cashin (1988), in writing about faculty evaluation, 
notes that there are almost universal recommendations for the use of 
multiple sources of data. Early on, Hildebaugh (1973) contended that 
"past research has shown that an effective and successful teacher 
performance evaluation system must provide for a variety of inputs." He 
continues, "Indications are that there must be more than one rater, and 
that the development of an evaluation system must be a cooperative 
enterprise involving pupils, teachers and administrators" (p. 89). 
Aleamoni (1987) states that "...a comprehensive system of instructional 
evaluation needs to be established with various components...." For 
multiappraisal, Gastel (1991) recommends a system that is comprised of 
1) self-assessment (by videotape), 2) peer review, 3) supervisor 
evaluations and 4) student evaluations. She declares that "...by 
obtaining evaluations from various sources, by various means, and at 
various times, you can more effectively improve your teaching and 
document its quality" (p. 342) . 
Table 1 is a synthesis of research literature on student evaluation 
of teachers' performance. It illustrates the findings of researchers, 
both pro and con, who have studied this issue. There is a wealth of 
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Table 1. A synthesis of research literature for K-12 student evaluation 
of teacher performance 
Research 
Students should 
evaluate teachers 
Students should not 
evaluate teachers 
Braunstein, 
Kleim, & 
Pachla 
University 
(1988) 
Student ratings heighten 
morale and improve 
performance. 
Bennett 
K-12 
(1978) 
Students can make 
appropriate, meaningful 
teacher assessments. 
McGreal 
K-12 
University 
(1988) 
Only for formative 
evaluation. 
Students should not be 
used for summative 
evaluation. 
Rotem & 
Glasman 
University 
(1979) 
Student feedback is 
neither effective nor 
beneficial. 
Murray 
University 
(1987) 
Student ratings have an 
overwhelmingly positive 
impact on the quality of 
postsecondary teaching. 
Price 
K-12 
(1992) 
Student feedback is the 
most powerful in 
differentiating high 
performance from low 
when compared with four 
other factors. 
Duke 
K-12 
(1986) 
Students are valuable 
source of information 
about teacher 
performance and 
behavior. 
Hildebaugh 
K-12 
(1973) 
Student ratings are 
probably best single 
indicator of teacher's 
true performance. 
Table 1. Continued 
27 
Students should Students should not 
Research evaluate teachers evaluate teachers 
Ghorpade & 
Lackritz 
University 
(1991) 
Blass 
University 
(1980) 
Savage & 
McCord 
4-6 
(1986) 
Students reliable and 
valid judges of 
instruction. 
Weber 
K-5 
(1992) 
K-5 students can be 
discriminating judges of 
teacher performance. 
Omotani 
6-12 
(1992) 
Students are able to 
provide valuable 
feedback. 
Wilkerson 
K-12 
(1994) 
Student ratings should 
be used as part of a 
total teacher evaluation 
system. 
Peterson, 
Driscol & 
Stevens 
K-3 
(1990) 
Ratings by primary 
students discriminate 
among teaching 
performance. 
Peck, 
Blattstein & 
Fox 
4-6 
(1978) 
Student ratings heighten 
morale and improve 
instruction. 
Payne 
K-3 
(1984) 
No significant 
correlation between 
students' and observers' 
ratings. 
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Table 1. Continued 
Research 
Students should 
evaluate teachers 
Students should not 
evaluate teachers 
Vollmer & 
Creek 
K-3 
(1988) 
Students unable to 
discriminate teacher 
performance. 
Scriven 
(1990) 
Useful basis for rating 
teachers. 
Manatt 
K-12 
(1987) 
Student ratings more 
discriminating than any 
other source of data. 
Judkins 
(1987) 
Students K-12 are 
capable of providing 
feedback to teachers 
that discriminate among 
teachers. 
Popham 
K-12 
(1988) ; 
Costa 
(1988) 
Student feedback is one 
desirable and important 
source of information 
regarding teacher 
performance. 
Levinson-
Menges 
University 
(1981) 
In most universities 
student ratings are only 
form of teacher 
evaluation. 
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information supporting the use of student evaluations at the university-
level . More research is needed at the elementary and secondary levels. 
Table 2 summarizes data found in the research on self-evaluation of 
teachers' performance. There was no research found that compared the 
teachers', students' and principals' ratings. 
In Table 3 is represented a synthesis of the multiappraiser approach 
to evaluation of teacher performance. 
Literature Summary 
For K-12 teacher evaluation, the data are not conclusive either pro 
or con. There is prominent research that supports student feedback on 
teacher performance and much research that does not support it. However, 
there seems to be a strong and growing realization and evidence that 
multiple sources of data will improve the evaluation process as opposed 
to the single rater system that is usually employed. 
This investigation will solicit feedback from multiple appraisers 
(students, principal and teacher) on the teacher's performance and 
compare the results to see if there is dissonance (or significant 
differences) in the three groups of raters. It is a given that the 
principal will be involved in teacher evaluation. It is a premise of 
this study that the teacher and the students should also have involve­
ment. Gastel (1991) says it best when she points out that "...students 
can document whether instructors have exhibited behaviors associated with 
good teaching" (p. 343). 
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Table 2. A synthesis of research literature for a multiappraiser approach 
to evaluation of teacher performance 
Researcher Findings 
Hildebaugh 
(1973) 
Effective and successful teacher performance 
evaluation system must provide for a variety of 
inputs. 
Menne-Tolsma 
(1971) 
There must be more than one rater, preferably two 
groups. 
Cashin 
(1988) 
There are almost universal recommendations for the 
use of multiple sources of data. 
Gastel 
(1991) 
Recommends an evaluation system comprised of self-
assessment, peer review, supervisor evaluation and 
student evaluation. 
Manatt & Stow 
(1984) 
Recommends a total systems approach to school 
improvement which includes multiappraisals. 
Breskamp et al, 
(1984) 
Recommends collecting data from a number of sources 
using a variety of methods to obtain a fair and 
credible assessment of faculty teaching. 
Manatt (1988) 
Popham (1988) 
Ferrare (1990) 
Multiple data sets are necessary. 
Moen 
(1991) 
To evaluate performance, all factors in system must 
be studied. 
Smith 
(1993) 
360 degree feedback evaluation by superiors, 
subordinates, peers and customers. 
Aleamoni 
(1987) 
A comprehensive system of instructional evaluation 
needs to be established with various components. 
Harris 
(1987) 
Describes a system of evaluation based on three 
data sources. 
Medley & Coker 
(1987) 
Principal (single rater) is not a good judge of 
teacher performance. 
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Table 3. A synthesis of research literature for self-evaluation of 
teacher performance 
Researcher Findings 
Withers 
(1994) 
Teachers are practiced evaluators and have much to 
contribute in their own evaluation. 
Scriven 
(1991) 
Airaisian & 
Gullickson 
(1994) 
Agrees concept should be examined. Fears inflation 
of rating if it is part of formal evaluation 
process. 
If a teacher's self-evaluation is compared to that 
of students and principal, it will facilitate a 
change in teacher understanding and future 
practice. 
Hildebaugh 
(1973) 
Self-ratings are of little value because the strong 
teacher underrates himself while the weak teacher 
overrates. 
Schon 
(1987) 
Reflection on actions in the classroom is a form of 
self-evaluation that will facilitate modification 
of classroom behavior and actions. 
Drew, Burroughs 
& Nokovich 
(1987) 
Concluded that student ratings and teacher self-
ratings are significantly correlated. 
Costin, 
Greenough & 
Menges 
(1971) 
Concluded that student ratings and teacher self-
ratings are significantly correlated. 
Hogan 
(1973) 
Hunter 
(1988) 
Concluded that student ratings and teacher self-
ratings are significantly correlated. 
States that the most efficient and effective 
observational learning occurs when teachers 
videotape their own lessons. 
Costa, Garmston 
& Lambert 
(1988) 
An evaluation system that... honors teachers as 
professionals must engage them in the process of 
judging their own performance. 
Gastel 
(1991) 
Recommends self-assessment by videotaping as one 
element of a performance appraisal system. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS 
The present research was designed to continue the investigation of 
Price (1992), Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) in their study of students' 
ratings of teachers. Added to their investigation, and germane to this 
study, is the comparison of the students' perceptions of teacher 
performance to the teacher's ovm self-evaluation of his/her performance 
and the principal's rating of the teacher's performance. As the research 
on teachers' reflection on their own performance gains momentum, one 
reason for that reflection could be the view of the students' performance 
in comparison to their own. 
According to Borg and Gall (1989), the mailed survey with careful 
planning and sound methodology can be a very valuable research tool in 
education. This study followed the Borg and Gall suggestions as listed: 
1) development of the assessment instrument, 2) securing school 
participation in the study, 3) collecting the data, 4) analyzing the data 
and 5) reporting results. 
Development of the Instrument 
A preexisting instrument for students that has proven to have 
validity, reliability and legally discriminating power was used in this 
study. It was developed by the SIM research team directed by Professors 
Richard P. Manatt and Shirley B. Stow at Iowa State University in their 
efforts to design a total systems approach to teacher evaluation over a 
period of 20 years. 
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Under the auspices of SIM, two new instruments have been developed as 
companion instruments to the one described above. The teacher self-
feedback questionnaire is designed to parallel the student questionnaire 
and elicit information from the teacher regarding his/her own perceptions 
on the quality of his/her performance. The principal feedback 
questionnaire is designed to parallel both the student and the teacher 
questionnaires and elicit information regarding his/her perceptions on 
the quality of the teacher's performance. 
Securing School Participation in the Study 
Three school districts, two in the United States and one in Germany, 
were approached for involvement in the study. The Basehor-Linwood 
Unified District #458 of Basehor, Kansas; Lincoln County School District 
#1 of Diamondville, Wyoming; and the Mannheim Complex of Heidelberg 
District, Germany Region, Department of Defense Dependents' Schools 
(DODDS) were the participating districts. All three of the districts 
agreed to participate and granted authority to conduct the studies with 
the proviso that upon conclusion of the study, the investigator will 
provide 1) analysis of data, 2) reports for each teacher, 3) the 
aggregate district profile and 4) the national norms for 1993-94. 
All subject participation (teachers, students and administrators) was 
voluntary. 
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Collecting the Data 
Borg and Gall (1989) indicate that the cover letter accompanying a 
survey is the single most important factor that determines the percentage 
of returns. Adherence to their dictum produced a brief letter containing 
information that gave the respondents good reasons for their 
participation. The resultant returns yielded the participation of 182 
teachers, 6,771 students and 15 principals. The purpose of the survey, 
use of results and confidentiality were explained. Finally, a specific 
date of return was stated. 
Other suggestions for increasing the rate of return are making it 
convenient for the respondents. This was done by including postage-paid, 
self-addressed envelopes and communicating all instructions for return 
with clarity. All instruments were delivered personally or by mail to 
participating schools. Following the delivery of the instruments, 
personal and/or telephone contact was made available to each participant 
to answer questions or discuss concerns. 
In April and May of 1994, the questionnaires were administered. It 
was recommended to teachers that they change classes in order to reduce 
student anxiety and to increase the possibility of truthful responses. 
All responses were marked on electronic scanning forms which were 
collected and grouped by the teacher. Completed scanning forms were each 
assigned a three-digit code number to identify teachers being rated by 
themselves, students and principals. 
The completed forms were reviewed and checked for proper coding and 
unnecessary markings by the researcher, then organized and grouped by 
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identification numbers. Scanning of the completed rating forms was 
accomplished by the Iowa State University Test and Evaluation Services 
department using the Iowa State University Computation Center's mainframe 
computer. 
Analysis of the Data 
The returned data were scanned at the Iowa State University 
Computational Center. Data were analyzed using the SPSS statistical 
software program created for use with the Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) 
research. 
Descriptive statistics were calculated first, followed by specific 
statistical tests to address each research hypothesis. Additionally, the 
study used descriptive data of the three groups of appraisers (students, 
teacher, principal). 
Correlational data of all the variables were computed to determine if 
there was a significant difference between raters of the teacher 
performance by total score and individual performance behaviors. 
Repeated measures of analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to test 
for statistically significant differences in the mean scores. The 
Cronbach coefficient alpha was the selected measure to determine the 
internal consistency of the feedback instruments in the study. 
Statistical Procedures 
The statistical procedures used in this study were the one-way and 
repeated measures of Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and acceptance of the 
previous procedures used in the studies of Weber (1992), Price (1992) and 
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Omotani (1992), on which this study is based. They were the Cronbach 
coefficient alpha and the Menne-Tolsma methodology. 
Cronbach aloha coefficient 
Important to this study is the statistical integrity of the 
instrument used by the subjects. The Cronbach alpha procedure, used by 
Price (1992), Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) in establishing the 
reliability of the instrument, assessed the inter-item consistency or 
homogeneity of items. In this study, their findings were accepted for 
all criteria which discriminated between teacher performance at the .05 
level of significance. Their methodology was selected as an appropriate 
statistical measure because teachers were rated on a multiple-scored 
scale. 
Analysis of variance 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test differences 
in ratings among three districts. 
Total mean score by school district: The total mean scores of 
teachers at each of the levels (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) by district were 
computed for each of the three groups of raters. 
The F test 
The F test is a test of mean differences. It was used to determine 
if there was a nonsignificant ratio between-groups variance to within-
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groups variance. The larger the F ratio, the less likely it is that the 
variances of the population from which the samples are drawn are equal. 
The ANOVA was used to test for statistically significant differences 
between the following: 
Total mean score by level: 
• the total mean scores for all K-2 teachers as rated by 
students, compared to mean scores of teachers' self-rating and 
principals' ratings of the same teachers. 
• the total mean scores for all 3-5 teachers as rated by 
students, compared to mean scores of teachers' self-ratings and 
principals' ratings of the same teachers. 
• the total mean scores for all 6-8 teachers as rated by 
students, compared to mean scores of teachers' self-ratings and 
principals' ratings of the same teachers. 
• the total mean scores for all 9-12 teachers as rated by 
students, compared to mean scores of teachers' self-ratings and 
principals' ratings of the same teachers. 
Total mean score by school district: 
• The total mean score of teachers at each of the grade levels by 
district, by each of the three rater groups. 
In testing the null hypothesis and looking at differences between 
districts, the formulas shown in Table 4 were used. In testing the null 
hypotheses and looking at differences in raters by groups of raters, the 
formulas shown in Table 5 were used. 
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Table 4. One-way ANOVA 
Source of 
variation 
Sum of 
squares 
Degrees of 
freedom 
Variance estimate 
(mean square) F ratio 
Between t K.l 
n [X -X)' K K K-1 MS,. 
SSB 
K-1 
MS, 
MS„ 
Within 
K 
E k'l t 1.1 N-K MS„. 
ss„ 
N-K 
Total* 
K 
E k-1 £ i.l N-1 
by the within--groups mean square (MS„) : 
MS, 
MS„ 
*Note that the MS for the total is not computed. 
Source: Hinkle et al., 1994, p. 348. 
Table 5. ANOVA: Repeated measures 
Source SS df MS 
Individuals 
Occasions 
Residual 
Total 
E i.i 
K 
E 
II 
N 
N 
SS^-SSi-SSq 
tt. 
(n-1) 
(iC-1) 
SSJ(n-1) 
SSo/(K-l) MSoMSses 
W 
in-l) (K-X) SSr3,/(n-1) (K-1) 
(W-1) 
Source: Hinkle et al., 1994, p. 348. 
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Reporting Results 
Each school district participating in the study will receive an 
analysis of the data, an individual report for each participating 
teacher, an aggregate district profile and the national norms for 1993-
94 . 
The benefits that will accrue to the teacher participants are 
directly related to their professional development by providing them with 
feedback on their classroom teaching performance. Individual results 
will be sent to all participants. 
As a result of their participation in this study: 
• teachers will be able to see how they compare to the national 
norms. 
• teachers will be able to compare themselves to the aggregate data 
of their district. 
• teachers will be able to determine their own congruence in terms 
of how students perceive their performance and how they perceive 
it themselves. 
• teachers will be able to determine if principals perceive their 
performance as they perceive it themselves. 
• teachers will be able to contemplate and reflect on how their 
actions are perceived by their students. 
• principals will be able to see if they rate teachers similarly to 
students. 
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Human Subjects Approval 
The Iowa State University Committee on Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that the risks were 
outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
The Questionnaires 
The questionnaires, composed of 20 items, were used at each level (K-
2, 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12). They were based on work of Hildebaugh (1973), 
Judkins (1987), Price (1992), Omotani (1992), Weber (1992) and the Iowa 
State School Improvement Model (SIM) team. 
Two companion instruments were developed and administered to the 
teacher as a form of self-evaluation and to the principal to determine if 
there was any correlation to the students' appraisals. 
All three sets are divided into four grade levels: primary grades 
(K-2) , upper elementary (3-5) , middle school (6-8) and high school (9-
12). The questionnaires are displayed in Appendices A-D. These 
instruments (students' feedback instruments) were first developed for the 
Cave Creek School District No. 93 Stakeholders' Committee as part of a 
district career ladder algorithm. The services of the SIM team from Iowa 
State University were solicited by the Cave Creek School System to assist 
with the development of the questionnaire instrument. After reviewing 
various questionnaires, the Stakeholders' Committee settled on a majority 
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of items that had been developed by Judkins (1987). Additional items 
developed by local teachers were tested for validity, reliability and 
discriminating power by Weber (1992) and Omotani (1992) . 
Because of 20 years of development and usage (Price, Omotani, Weber), 
the survey instrument has become standardized with a social validity or 
mass authorship from stakeholders' committees. Each of the 20 items 
discriminate among teachers rated at either the .05 or .01 level. Using 
these discriminating items, the Kuder-Richardson-20 reliability index was 
. 8 0 .  
There were several revisions of the questionnaires and items before 
an agreement was reached that resulted in an adoption of the 1991 
versions by the Cave Creek School System. The 1991 versions were used by 
Wilkerson (1994) for norming purposes and are being used in this 
investigation. 
The student feedback instrument consisted of 20 questions. Research 
by Omotani (1992) and Weber (1992) found the questionnaires to be valid, 
reliable and discriminating. The students' questionnaires were tabulated 
differently for the primary grades than for the upper grades. Primary 
grades were tabulated with the following values of a three-point scale: 
[This item describes my teacher:] 
No =0 
Sometimes = 2 
Almost Always = 4 
The maximum score that a teacher could receive was a total rating of 80. 
This would be the result of receiving an "almost always" on each of the 2 0 
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items. The aggregate of the teachers' scores was used to make a 
comparison between districts in students' mean ratings of teachers and to 
norm the teachers' and principals' responses. 
The upper elementary (3-5), middle school (6-8) and high school (9-
12) questionnaires used a five-point rating scale. The scale for these 
grades was assigned the following values: 
Again, the maximum rating a teacher could attain would be a total rating 
of 80. Again, these questionnaires had companion instruments for the 
teacher and the principal. 
The companion questionnaires for the teacher and the principal were 
developed by the researcher using the original language of the Judkins-
Weber-Omotani questionnaires designed for students. The development 
resulted in the following example of one item: 
Student questionnaire: My teacher makes class work interesting. 
Teacher questionnaire: I make class work interesting. 
Principal questionnaire: This teacher makes class work interesting. 
After analysis of the student ratings in which the mean and standard 
deviation for each were calculated, participating teachers were issued a 
confidential printout of the results. 
[This item describes my teacher:] 
Never 
Not often 
Sometimes 
Usually 
0 
1 
2 
3 
Almost always = 4 
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Participating School Organizations 
Obtaining cooperation for this sort of an experiment was not easy. 
Merely asking teachers to consider accepting student feedback is seldom 
attempted. This investigation required convincing teachers, principals 
and students to participate voluntarily as well as convincing 
superintendents, school boards and, in two cases, teacher evaluation 
advisory panels that such an effort would be beneficial. 
Three school organizations said yes; Basehor-Linwood, Kansas; 
Lincoln County District #1, Wyoming; and the Mannheim Complex of the 
Department of Defense Dependents' Schools, Germany Region. Basehor-
Linwood is a suburban school district where many of the parents commute 
to jobs in Kansas City. Lincoln County, Wyoming, has its county seat at 
Kemmerer, while the school district central office is located in 
Diamondville, an adjoining "twin city." The Mannheim District serves 
military dependents, primarily serving children of U.S. Army members. 
Table 6 displays the aggregate profile of data sources for the entire 
sample of the three districts participating in the study and for 
establishment of the norm base for the teacher and principal feedback 
questionnaires. The total number of teachers, students and principals 
per grade level is displayed in this table. 
Basehor-Linwood had been involved with the SIM office at the College 
of Education for two years, developing a performance appraisal system for 
all employees. A considerable body of good will had been developed in 
the process, so, not surprisingly, a large percentage of teachers and all 
principals volunteered for the experiment. 
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Table 6. Aggregate profile of three participating school districts with 
participating teacher, principal and student raters per grade 
level 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers principals Students 
K-2 35 4 697 
3-5 44 4 1,085 
6-8 46 4 2, 515 
9-12 57 3 2, 474 
Total K-12 182 15 6, 771 
The district is located in the most northeastern county in Kansas, 
with the central office located in Basehor. There are two K-6 buildings, 
one 7-8 middle school and one 9-12 senior high school. Central 
administration includes a superintendent, an assistant superintendent and 
a seven-member board of education. Enrollment is approximately 1,611. 
Mr. Ed Sinks is the superintendent. Because of prior experience with 
SIM, many of the teachers were willing to use more than one section of 
students for the experiment. 
Table 7 profiles the level of participation by students, teachers and 
principals, grades K-12, in the Basehor-Linwood District. 
Lincoln County District #1 had just begun a SIM project and, 
consequently, was somewhat less willing to use all students in the 
experiment. This district in the southwest corner of the state is 
fortunate that it has considerable mineral wealth and is able to support 
a first-class educational program. Lincoln County District #l's total 
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Table 7. Profile of Basehor-Linwood District's participating teacher, 
principal and student raters per grade level 
Grade 
level 
Number of 
teachers 
Number of 
principals 
Number of 
Students 
K-2 
3-5 
6-8 
9-12 
15 
18 
23 
25 
350 
621 
1, 843 
1, 770 
Total K-12 82 4, 584 
enrollment is 1,170 with approximately 90 students per grade. There are 
four buildings with grades K-2, 3-5, G-8 and 9-12. A principal is 
assigned to each building. The district has a five-member school board. 
Mr. Ron Maugham is the superintendent. 
Table 8 is a descriptive profile of the participants from the Lincoln 
County School District #1. 
Table 8. Profile of Lincoln County District #l's participating teacher, 
principal and student raters per grade level 
Grade Number of Number of Number of 
level teachers principals Students 
K-2 13 1 207 
3-5 16 1 300 
6-8 19 1 398 
9-12 25 1 344 
Total K-12 73 4 1,249 
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Mannheim District is a misnomer. Rather, it is a complex of schools 
which are part of the Heidelberg District, located in central Germany. 
These Department of Defense Dependents' Schools (DODDS) are organized 
administratively, much differently than other school districts or 
systems. DODDS is a worldwide school system with its main headquarters 
and director in Arlington, Virginia. It is further subdivided by the 
European, Panama and Pacific regions. Each region is comprised of 
districts which are led by superintendents. Therefore, Heidelberg 
District is in the European Region with complexes of schools in different 
cities. The director of the European Region is Dr. Joseph Blackstead. 
The Mannheim complex has one very large elementary school (K-5) of 1,500 
pupils, one middle school (6-8) of 700 pupils, and one high school (9-12) 
of 400 pupils. Each school has a principal and assistant principal, 
except the elementary school has three assistants. DODDS does not answer 
to a local school board. The official governing board is the United 
States Congress. However, the Mannheim District at Heidelberg, Germany 
is a federal agency under the Department of Defense with Dr. William 
Perry as the responsible official. The mandate of DODDS schools is to 
provide a quality American style educational program to the boys and 
girls of military and some selected civilian personnel stationed abroad. 
Unlike Basehor-Linwood and Lincoln County District #1, the teachers 
and principals in the Mannheim complex were not familiar with the work of 
SIM. Those teachers who volunteered to participate did so because they 
were curious about the quality of their own performance. The 
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participating principals did so in support of a colleague who needed the 
data for doctoral research. 
Table 9 is a profile of the participants from the Mannheim schools. 
Table 9. Profile of Mannheim District's participating teacher, principal 
and student raters per grade level 
Grade 
level 
Number of 
teachers 
Number of 
principals 
Number of 
Students 
K - 2  
3-5 
6 - 8  
9-12 
7 
10 
4 
6 
1 
1 
1 
1 
140 
164 
274 
360 
Total K-12 27 4 938 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
As previously discussed, the three districts agreeing to this 
experiment were dramatically different. Wyoming schools have a cowboy 
culture; a Kansas City white suburb is drastically different from a DODDS 
district that has many minority children. Therefore, it was of interest 
to see if ratings varied significantly across districts at each level. 
Results by District 
Results from Lincoln Countv #1 
In the Lincoln County District #1, the highest rated teacher by 
students was number 14 at the K-2 level, with a 78.67. The principal 
rated this teacher at 66.00 and the teacher self-rated at 58.00. On the 
other hand, the teacher who received the lowest rating from students was 
number 71 at the 9-12 level (28.41) contrasted by the principal's rating 
of 72.00 out of a possible 80.00. The teacher self-rated at 67.00. 
There were a few remarkably low ratings by students: teacher number 23 
at the 3-5 level was rated 49.36 by students, 58.00 by principal and 
self-rated at 73.00; number 24 was rated at 43.22 by students, 56.00 by 
principal and did not self-rate; number 25 received 48.57 from students, 
52.00 from principal and 64.00 from self; a low of 36.43 for teacher 
number 32 was awarded by students, 56.00 by principal and a contrastingly 
high of 69.00 by self; number 52 received a low 31.29 by students and 
57.00 from the principal and chose not to self-rate. 
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Review of Table 10 will show other instances of low student ratings, 
such as teacher number 43 with a low of 35.65 and a principal's rating of 
60.00 and a self-rating of 65.00. Teacher number 73, with a low of 33.33 
by students, received an even lower 28.00 rating by the principal and 
self-rated at 60.00. Another startling contrast is the 28.41 student 
rating of teacher number 71, with a high of 72.00 by principal and 67.00 
by teacher. 
Results from Basehor-Linwood 
In Table 11, eight teachers did not self-rate. Four of those 
received very low ratings from the principal. It could be argued that 
those teachers realized what would happen, feared this rating process, 
and did not cooperate. Twelve teachers in the Basehor-Linwood sample 
rated themselves lower than the students. There were 29 principal 
ratings that were lower. The lowest rating in this district was teacher 
number 9 at the 9-12 level, with a mean rating of 23.67 by students, 
39.00 by the principal and 54.00 by the teacher. The highest rating by 
students was a mean rating of 75.51 given to teacher number 21 at the 9-
12 level. The principal's rating for this teacher was 71.00 and the 
teacher did not self-rate. The highest principal rating was 78.00 
compared to the students' rating of 53.54 and the teacher's self-rating 
of 60.00. 
Results from DODDS-Mannheim 
As shown in Table 12, all teachers from the DODDS-Mannheim group 
rated themselves higher than did the students except for teacher 
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Table 10. Mean ratings by students, principals and teachers compared: 
Ijincoln County District #1" 
Teacher ID Level Student Principal Teacher 
1 K-2 70.21 70.00 (-) -
2 K-2 65.10 66.00(+) 66.00(+) 
3 K-2 71.75 66 . 00 (-) -
4 K-2 63 . 76 70.00(+) -
5 K-2 63.33 68.00 ( + ) 68.00(+) 
6 K-2 66.35 72.00(+) 72.00(+) 
7 K-2 58.60 68.00(+) 64.00(+) 
8 K-2 62 .47 72.00(+) 68.00(+) 
9 K-2 64.14 72.00(+) -
10 K-2 64 .40 72 . 00 ( + ) 74.00(+) 
11 K-2 49.10 72 . 00 ( + ) 72.00(+) 
13 K-2 64.36 70.00(+) -
14 K-2 78 .67 66.00 (-) 58.00 (-) 
15 3-5 57.89 50.00 (-) 67.00(+) 
16 3-5 - 64.00 ( + ) 45.00(+) 
17 3-5 61.61 69.00(+) -
18 3-5 62 .43 63.00(+) 65.00(+) 
19 3-5 53 .23 54.00(+) 61.00(+) 
20 3-5 51.70 54.00(+) 55.00(+) 
21 3-5 58.82 52.00 C-) 74.00(+) 
22 3-5 51.30 52.00(+) 71.00(+) 
23 3-5 49.36 58.00(+) 73.00(+) 
24 3-5 43.22 56.00(+) -
25 3-5 48.57 52.00(+) 64.00(+) 
26 3-5 55.40 66.00(+) 63.00(+) 
27 3-5 48.60 71.00(+) 67.00(+) 
28 3-5 64.20 71.00(+) 65.00(+) 
30 3-5 50.26 66.00(+) 62.00(+) 
31 3-5 59. 05 67.00(+) 75.00(+) 
32 6-8 36 .43 56.00(+) 69.00(+) 
33 6-8 48.57 53.00(+) 58.00(+) 
34 6-8 48.40 51.00(+) 73.00(+) 
35 6-8 66.95 60.00 (-) 64.00 (-) 
36 6-8 42 . 50 53.00(+) 71.00(+) 
37 6-8 61.21 72.00(+) 70.00(+) 
38 6-8 59.39 67.00(+) 47.00(-) 
39 6-8 48.50 65.00(+) 68.00(+) 
41 6-8 55.85 57.00 ( + ) 53 . 00 (-) 
42 6-8 61. 04 57.00 (-) 63.00{+) 
"Key: + = rated higher than student; - = rated lower than student; 
0 = rated same as student. 
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Table 10. Continued 
Teacher ID Level Student Principal Teacher 
43 6-8 35.65 60.00(+) 65.00 ( + ) 
44 6-8 64.70 62.00 (-) 65.00(+) 
45 6-8 52.38 64.00(+) 63.00(+) 
46 6-8 58 . 09 70.00(+) 70.00(+) 
47 6-8 60.35 69.00(+) 65.00(+) 
48 6-8 51.62 59.00{+) 72.00(+) 
49 6-8 45.82 71.00(+) 56.00 ( + ) 
50 6-8 61.41 63.00(+) 66.00(+) 
51 6-8 69.50 67.00 (-) 63.00 (-) 
52 9-12 31.29 57.00(+) -
53 9-12 43 . 75 73.00(+) 72.00(+) 
54 9-12 52.00 51.00 (-) 69.00(+) 
55 9-12 43.56 43.00 (-) 54.00(+) 
56 9-12 62.81 73.00(+) 67.00(+) 
58 9-12 64 . 06 39.00 (-) 62.00 (-) 
60 9-12 29.29 68.00(+) 78.00(+) 
61 9-12 42 . 90 56.00(+) 58.00(+) 
62 9-12 51.68 60.00(+) 64.00(+) 
63 9-12 64 .44 57.00 (-) 66.00(+) 
64 9-12 51.00 65.00(+) 57.00(+) 
65 9-12 61. 56 71.00(+) 52.00(-) 
66 9-12 56.67 61.00(+) -
67 9-12 73 .11 38.00 (-) 69.00 (-) 
68 9-12 60.14 67.00(+) 57.00(-) 
69 9-12 51.83 55.00(+) 77.00(+) 
70 9-12 49.15 50.00(+) 72.00(+) 
71 9-12 28 .41 72.00 ( + ) 67.00 ( + ) 
73 9-12 33.33 28.00(-) 60 . 00 ( + ) 
74 9-12 58.67 58.00 (-) 75.00(+) 
75 9-12 52 .29 72.00(+) 70.00(+) 
76 9-12 51.93 70.00(+) 45.00 (-) 
77 9-12 56.45 41.00(-) 63.00(+) 
79 9-12 62.60 69.00(+) 69.00(+) 
80 9-12 65.67 75.00(+) 69.00(+) 
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Table 11. Mean ratings by students, principals and teachers compared: 
Basehor-Linwood' 
Teacher ID Level Student Principal Teacher 
1 K-2 60.36 72.00 ( + ) 64.00 ( + ) 
2 K-2 61.20 76.00(+) -
11 K-2 58 .67 66.00(+) 66.00(+) 
12 K-2 65.62 66.00 ( + ) 64 . 00 ( + ) 
14 K-2 60.76 68.GO ( + ) 66.00(+) 
16 K-2 53 . 91 70.00(+) 64.00(+) 
18 K-2 59.30 72.00(+) 72.00(+) 
20 K-2 59.55 70.00(+) -
22 K-2 60.25 72.00(+) 1 2 .  00(+) 
24 K-2 59.42 72.00(+) 68.00(+) 
26 K-2 64.83 72.00(+) 64.00 (-) 
29 K-2 62.00 72.00(+) 58.00 (-) 
40 K-2 48.75 62.00(+) -
41 K-2 62 . 00 74.00(+) 74.00(+) 
47 K-2 58 . 00 76.00(+) 70.00 ( + ) 
5 3-5 57 . 00 47.00 (-) -
9 3-5 49.07 40.00 (-) 63.00 ( + ) 
15 3-5 52 .40 60.00(+) 77.00(+) 
17 3-5 58.60 58.00 (-) 53.00 (-) 
19 3-5 55.16 56.00(+) 68.00(+) 
21 3-5 52.50 58.00(+) 60.00(+) 
23 3-5 53.82 59.00(+) 62.00(+) 
25 3-5 56 .18 61.00(+) 67.00(+) 
27 3-5 60.07 64.00(+) 68.00(+) 
28 3-5 54.56 65.00(+) 66.00(+) 
30 3-5 58.95 67.00(+) 57 . 00 (-) 
32 3-5 64 . 70 60.00 (-) 67.00 ( + ) 
34 3-5 48.52 65.00(+) 50.00(+) 
36 3-5 56.11 62.00(+) 70.00(+) 
39 3-5 48.29 53.00(+) 69.00(+) 
44 3-5 57.73 61.00(+) 70.00(+) 
49 3-5 48.05 69.00(+) 60.00(+) 
66 3-5 54 . 07 50.00 (-) 71.00(+) 
1 6-8 51.56 57.00(+) 66.00(+) 
2 6-8 65.48 61.00 (-) 69.00(+) 
3 6-8 55.95 65.00(+) 74.00(+) 
4 6-8 33 .66 44.00(+) -
5 6-8 53 .41 60.00 (-) 57 . 00 (-) 
6 6-8 60.44 63.00(+) 68.00(+) 
®Key: + = rated higher than student; - = rated lower than student; 
0 = rated same as student. 
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Table 11. Continued 
Teacher ID Level Student Principal Teacher 
7 6-8 64.70 70.00(+) 75 . 00( + ) 
8 6-8 41.31 44.00{+) 73 . 00 ( + ) 
9 6-8 60.43 56.00 (-) 71.00(+) 
11 6-8 63 .25 58.00 (-) 68.00(+) 
12 6-8 66.18 70.00(+) 71.00(+) 
13 6-8 62.91 53.00 (-) 68 . 00 ( + ) 
14 6-8 54.11 62.00(+) 55.00 ( + ) 
15 6-8 47 .45 51.00{+) 67.00(+) 
16 6-8 61.14 57.00(+) 64.00(+) 
17 6-8 64.87 59.00 (-) 63.00 (-) 
18 6-8 58 . 80 57.00 (-) 63.00(+) 
31 6-8 58.11 51.00 (-) 64.00(+) 
33 6-8 69.22 52.00 (-) 71.00(+) 
35 6-8 65.80 51.00 (-) 64.00 (-) 
37 6-8 52.65 52.00 (-) 64.00(+) 
38 6-8 53 .49 52.00 (-) 61.00 ( + ) 
56 6-8 51.18 66.00 ( + ) 68.00 ( + ) 
1 9-12 53 . 79 56.00(+) 57.00(+) 
2 9-12 43 .80 53.00(+) 60.00(+) 
3 9-12 49.60 39.00 (-) 70.00(+) 
4 9-12 40.38 40.00 (-) 64.00(+) 
5 9-12 67.49 52 . 00 (-) 65.00 (-) 
7 9-12 45.58 70.00 ( + ) 52.00(+) 
8 9-12 56.86 49.00 (-) 63.00 (-) 
9 9-12 23.67 39.00 ( + ) 54.00(+) 
11 9-12 52.12 59.00<+) 77.00(+) 
12 9-12 52.33 51.00(-) 62.00(+) 
13 9-12 48.68 71.00(+) 61.00(+) 
14 9-12 64.89 46.00(-) -
15 9-12 42.39 58.00(+) 61.00(+) 
16 9-12 56 . 09 35.00 (-) 67.00 ( + ) 
17 9-12 61.22 38.00 {-) 59.00(-) 
18 9-12 49.67 50.00(+) 59.00(+) 
19 9-12 67.10 35.00 (-) 73.00(+) 
20 9-12 65.50 60.00 (-) 69.00(+) 
21 9-12 75 . 51 71.00(-) -
22 9-12 51.57 72.00{+) 48.00 (-) 
24 9-12 64.25 76.00(+) 57 . 00 (-) 
25 9-12 61.85 74.00(+) 54.00 (-) 
28 9-12 56 . 72 53.00 (-) 66.00(+) 
29 9-12 62 . 08 75.00(+) 63 . 00 ( + ) 
30 9-12 53 . 54 78.00(+) 60.00 ( + ) 
50 9-12 51.89 33.00 (-) 
-
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Table 12. Mean ratings by students, principals and teachers compared: 
Mannheim-DODDS, Germany® 
Teacher ID Level Student Principal Teacher 
1 K-2 56.34 68.00(+) 68.00(+) 
2 K-2 54.35 58.00(+) 64.00(+) 
3 K-2 54 . 70 68.00(+) 66.00(+) 
4 K-2 69.81 72.00(+) 72.00(+) 
6 K-2 59.11 50.00 (-) 70.00(+) 
7 K-2 66.32 68.00(+) 74.00(+) 
8 K-2 56.00 68.00(+) 72.00(+) 
9 3-5 60.95 39.00 (-) 70.00(+) 
10 3-5 62.25 67.00 i-l-) 66.00(+) 
11 3-5 54.20 46.00 (-) 68.00(+) 
12 3-5 69.94 54.00(+) 78.00(+) 
14 3-5 57.81 53.00 (-) 66.00 ( + ) 
15 3-5 56 . 00 47.00 (-) 63.00(+) 
16 3-5 59.61 54.00 {-) 62.00(+) 
19 3-5 61.07 34.00 (-) 71.00(+) 
20 3-5 63 .18 73.00(+) 67.00(+) 
23 3-5 65.29 61.00 (-) 74.00(+) 
40 6-8 49.50 66.00(+) 73.00(+) 
41 6-8 56.35 74.00 < + ) 67.00(+) 
42 6-8 64 . 82 75.00(+) 70.00(+) 
44 6-8 52.49 64.00(+) 72.00(+) 
31 9-12 58.34 75.00{+) 62.00(+) 
32 9-12 54 . 59 70.00 ( + ) 61.00(+) 
33 9-12 57.89 80.00{+) 64.00(+) 
35 9-12 63 .44 76.00(+) 46.00 (-) 
36 9-12 63 . 91 77.00(+) 76.00(+) 
37 9-12 61.72 71.00(+) 70.00(+) 
»Key: + = rated higher than student; = rated lower than student; 
rated same as student. 
number 35 (46.00 as compared to 63.44). Interestingly, the principal 
rated this teacher 76.00 out of a possible 80.00. With the exception of 
this teacher, every other teacher in the Mannheim sample rated 
him/herself no less than 61.00 out of a possible 80.00. Twelve teachers 
rated themselves in the 70s. Teacher number 44 gave a self-rating of 
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72.00, while the students gave a rating of 59.49. The principal rated 
this teacher at 64.00. The highest ratings that any teacher received 
from students were 69.81 and 69.94. Teacher number 4 received 69.81 from 
students, 72.00 from the principal and self-rated at 72.00. That seems 
consistent and close. However, teacher number 12 received from students 
a 69.94 and a much lower 54.00 from the principal, while self-rating at a 
very high 78.00. Only two teachers (out of a possible 182) in the entire 
study rated themselves this high. 
Differences by Districts 
Research Question 1: Will teacher performance ratings vary by the 
districts participating? 
Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant differences in the perceptions 
of the teachers' performance mean scores of the population 
from which the samples are drawn. 
Hypothesis la: There will be no significant differences in the district 
mean scores at Level I (K-2). 
Tables 13 and 14 display the data for teachers' self-ratings at the 
K-2 level for Basehor-Linwood, Lincoln County District #1 and Mannheim. 
Inspection of Table 13 reveals a mean of 66.8 for Basehor-Linwood, 67.8 
for Lincoln and 69.4 for Mannheim. When complete sets of data were 
tested for significant differences (data from students, the teacher and 
the principal), no significant differences were found. Because a teacher 
or a principal could choose not to provide a rating (human subject or 
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research agreement), the number of teachers rated dropped from 15, 13 and 
7, respectively, to 12, 8 and 7 at the K-2 level. This discrepancy will 
be noted in each of the district comparison tables. 
The F ratio of 0.73 shown in Table 14 resulted in a significance 
level of .495 (NSD). 
Table 13. Means of self-rating of teachers by district (K-2) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 67.75 5.18 8 
Basehor-Linwood 66.83 4.55 12 
Mannheim 69.43 3.60 7 
Table 14. Statistical comparison of teachers' self-ratings by district 
(K-2) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 8 67, ,8 5, .17 0.73 .495 No 
Basehor-Linwood 12 66 . 8 4 , .55 
Mannheim 7 69. 4 3 , 60 
In a similar manner, data for principals' ratings of teachers and 
students' ratings of teachers were compared across the three 
organizations (Tables 15-18). Principals' ratings were not significantly 
different, however, students' ratings were different (p<.05), with the 
Lincoln County District #1 mean rating high (64,8) and the Mannheim mean 
rating low (59.5) (Table 18). 
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Table 15. Mean ratings of teachers by principals and district (K-2) 
District X S.D. 
Lincoln 69.54 2.47 13 
Basehor-Linwood 70.67 3.83 15 
Mannheim 66.00 
Table 16. Statistical comparison of principals' ratings of teachers 
(K-2) 
District n x 
Lincoln 13 69.5 
Basehor-Linwood 15 70.7 
Mannheim 7 66.0 
District X 
Lincoln 64.79 
Basehor-Linwood 59.64 
Mannheim 59.62 
District n x 
S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
2.47 2.84 0.73 No 
3.83 
S.D. n 
6.87 13 
4.09 15 
6 .12 7 
S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Table 17. Mean ratings of teachers by students and district (K-2) 
Table 18. Statistical comparison of students' ratings of teachers (K-2) 
Lincoln 13 64.8 6.87 3.43 .045 Yes 
Basehor-Linwood 15 59.6 4.09 
Mannheim 7 59.5 6.12 
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Hypothesis lb: There will be no significant differences in the district 
mean scores of Level II (3-5). 
At this level, because a teacher or principal could choose not to 
participate, the number of teachers dropped from 18, 16 and 10 to, 
respectively, 17, 14 and 10. 
Tables 19 and 20 display the data for teachers' self-ratings at the 
3-5 level for the three districts. Table 19 lists 64.59 for Basehor-
Linwood, 54.79 for Lincoln County District #1 and 68.5 for Mannheim. As 
in the K-2 findings, when complete sets of data were tested for 
significant differences, no significant differences were found. 
The F ratio of 1.17 shows in Table 20 that the level of significance 
is .322 (NSD). 
Table 19. Means of self-ratings of teachers by district (3-5) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 64.79 7.93 14 
Basehor-Linwood 64.59 6.92 17 
Mannheim 68.50 4.90 10 
Table 20. Statistical comparison of self-ratings of teachers (3-5) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 14 64 , . 79 7 . 93 1.17 . 322 No 
Basehor-Linwood 17 64 . 58 6 , .90 
Mannheim 10 68 . 50 4 , .90 
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Tables 21-24 illustrate similar comparisons of principals' and 
students' ratings of teachers. Principals' ratings were not significant­
ly different while students' ratings were different, with the Mannheim 
district having a high rating of 61.0 and the Lincoln County District #1 
and Basehor-Linwood districts remarkably similar at 54.4 and 54.8, 
respectively. 
The F ratio of 6.05 shotvn in Table 24 resulted in a significance 
level of .005. 
Hypothesis ic: There will be no significant differences in the district 
mean scores of Level III (6-8) . 
At this level, there is only one discrepancy regarding the number of 
teachers rated. The numbers dropped from 23, 19 and 4, respectively, to 
22, 19 and 4 only on the teacher's self-rating portion. 
Table 21. Mean ratings of teachers by principals and district (3-5) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 60.31 7.53 16 
Basehor-Linwood 58.61 7.32 18 
Mannheim 52.80 12.03 10 
Table 22. Statistical comparison of principals' ratings of teachers 
(3-5) 
District n X S .D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 16 60 .31 7 . ,53 2.42 .101 No 
Basehor-Linwood 18 58 .61 7, ,32 
Mannheim 10 52 . 80 12 , ,03 
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Table 23. Mean ratings of teachers by students and district (3-5) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 54.38 6.10 15 
Basehor-Linwood 54.77 4.52 18 
Mannheim 61.03 4.57 lo  
Table 24. Statistical comparison of students' ratings of teachers (3-5) 
District n X S .D. F ratio F prob. Sig 
Lincoln 15 54 .4 4 . 52 6 . 05 . 005 Yes 
Basehor-Linwood 18 54 .4 6 . 10 
Mannheim 10 61. 0 4 . 57 
Illustrated in Tables 25 and 26 are the data for teachers' self-
rating mean scores at the 6-8 level for the three districts. Table 25 
shows Basehor-Linwood at 66.6, Lincoln County District #1 at 54.32 and 
Mannheim at 70.5. In this complete set of data, testing for significant 
differences revealed that no significant differences were present. 
However, the mean reveals that Mannheim teachers rated themselves higher 
than did the teachers of Basehor-Linwood and Lincoln County District #1. 
The F ratio of 2.16 with a level of significance of .128 concludes in 
Table 26 that there is no difference of significance. 
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Table 25. Means of self-ratings of teachers by district (6-8) 
District X S.D. 
Lincoln 54.32 6.68 19 
Basehor-Linwood 66.55 5.12 22 
Mannheim 70.50 2.65 4 
Table 26. Statistical comparisons of self-ratings of teachers (6-8) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 19 54 , .32 6 ,68 2.16 . 128 No 
Basehor-Linwood 22 66. . 6 0  5. ,12 
Mannheim 4 70, .50 2 , 65 
In Table 27, there is a widespread range of means with Basehor-
Linwood listing a low of 57.0 and Mannheim a high of 69.75. Lincoln 
County District #1 at 61.89 is closer to Basehor-Linwood than to 
Mannheim. 
The F ratio of 7.22 in Table 28 reveals a level of significance at 
.002. It appears that the principals in the Mannheim District rated the 
6-8 level teachers significantly higher than did the principals of 
Basehor-Linwood District and Lincoln County District #1. 
Table 27. Mean ratings of teachers by principals and district (6-8) 
District x S.D. n 
Lincoln 61.89 6.42 19 
Basehor-Linwood 57.00 7.11 23 
Mannheim 69.75 5.56 4 
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Table 28. Statistical comparison of teachers by principals and district 
(6-8) 
District n X S .D. F ratio F prob. Sig 
Lincoln 19 61.89 6 . ,42 7.22 . 002 Yes 
Basehor-Linwood 23 57.00 7. 11 
Mannheim 4 69.75 5. 56 
Tables 29 and 30 indicate that there are no widespread differences in 
the mean ratings of the teachers by the students across the three 
districts. The mean scores are similar with only a spread of three 
points from 54.12 to 57.66. 
Statistical tests conclude that there are no significant differences 
in the mean scores. The F ratio of .80 translates into a level of 
significance of .420 (NSD). 
Table 29. Mean ratings of teachers by students and district (6-8) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 54.12 8.64 19 
Basehor-Linwood 57.66 9.75 23 
Mannheim 55.79 6.64 4 
Table 30. Statistical comparison of students' ratings of teachers (6-8) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 23 54.12 9.75 0.80 .420 No 
Basehor-Linwood 19 57.65 8.63 
Mannheim 4 55.79 6.64 
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Hypothesis Id: There will be no significant differences in the district 
mean scores of Level IV (9-12). 
Tables 31 and 32 display the data for teachers' self-ratings at the 
9-12 level for the three districts. In Table 31, Basehor-Linwood, with a 
rating of 61.78, is closer to Mannheim's mean rating of 63.17 than it is 
to Lincoln County District #l's mean rating of 64.81. 
The statistical comparison yields an F ratio of 0.8 8 with a level of 
significance of .420 (NSD). 
The mean ratings of the principals are compared in Table 33. 
Mannheim's mean of 74.83 is very much higher than Basehor-Linwood's mean 
Table 31. Means of self-ratings of teachers by district (9-12) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 64.87 8.30 23 
Basehor-Linwood 61.78 6.80 23 
Mannheim 63.17 10.13 6 
Table 32. Statistical comparison of self-ratings of teachers (9-12) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 23 64 . 87 8 . 30 0.88 .420 No 
Basehor-Linwood 23 61, , 78 6 , 80 
Mannheim 6 63 , .17 10 . 13 
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of 55.12 and Lincoln County District #l's mean of 58.76. It is apparent 
that the Mannheim principal rated his teachers very much higher than the 
other two districts. 
The statistical test results shown in Table 34 are an F ratio of 5.41 
and a level of significance of .007. (Note: The Mannheim principal also 
rated significantly higher in Level 6-8.) 
Table 35 shows a wide range of mean ratings of the three districts. 
Lincoln County District #1 has a low of 51.94, Basehor-Linwood 54.91 and 
Mannheim a high of 60.0. 
Table 36 illustrates that there was a wider range of ratings by the 
students of Basehor-Linwood and Lincoln County District #1 than there was 
in Mannheim. Statistical testing also yielded an F ratio of 1.41 with a 
level of significance of .254 (NSD). 
Table 33. Mean ratings of teachers by principals and district (9-12) 
District X S .D. n 
Lincoln 58.76 
Basehor-Linwood 55.12 
Mannheim 74.83 
13 . 06 
14 . 55 
3 . 76 
25 
26 
6 
Table 34. Statistical comparison of students' ratings of teachers (9-12) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 25 58 , . 76 13 ,  06 5.41 . 007 Yes 
Basehor-Linwood 26 55 , . 12 14 , , 55 
Mannheim 6 74 , .83 3 ,  76 
6 5  
Table 35. Mean ratings of teachers by students and district (9-12) 
District X S.D. n 
Lincoln 51.94 12.05 25 
Basehor-Linwood 54.91 10.93 25 
Mannheim 60.00 3.65 6 
Table 36. Statistical comparison of students' ratings of teachers (9-12) 
District n x S.D. F ratio F prob. Sig. 
Lincoln 25 54 , . 91 10, .93 1.41 .254 No 
Basehor-Linwood 26 51. .94 12 , 05 
Mannheim 6 59, , 98 3 , 65 
Aggregate Ratings 
Research Question 2a: Will aggregate ratings by principals be 
consistently higher or lower than the students' 
ratings? 
Research Question 2b: Will aggregate ratings by teachers be consistently 
higher or lower than student ratings? 
Multiple data sets for teacher performance evaluation enable the 
principal (who serves as the prime evaluator) to reflect upon the 
accuracy of his/her ratings of a teacher based upon a few observations 
and those made by students who are in the classroom daily throughout the 
year. The mean total scores of individual teachers by students, the 
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principal and the teachers' self-ratings were shown previously in Tables 
10-12. This kind of table is a coaching device which enables the 
supervisor of the principal to discuss leniency or severity differences. 
Generally speaking, the principals of all three districts and all four 
levels rated the teachers substantially higher than did the students. 
Teachers were even more likely to do that. 
Where are the Similarities? 
Research Question 3: Using student ratings as an indicator of true 
teacher performance, will teacher self-ratings or 
principals' ratings of the teacher be similar? 
Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers' performance by the three 
groups of raters—students, principals and teachers—on the 
20-guestion survey. 
Hypothesis 3a: There will be no significant differences in the 20 
questions of the survey for Level I (K-2). 
(Note: It was determined, a priori, that if 70 percent or more of the 
questions were significantly different, the whole list would be judged to 
be significantly different.) 
Mean ratings, standard deviations, and the number of complete rating 
sets across all the districts are shown in Table 37. The rank in 
parentheses indicates which of the three rater groups was high (1), in 
Table 37. Item mean ratings by rater type: combined districts by level (K-2) 
[tem Rater Rank X S. D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
1. My school day is interesting. S (3) 2. 95 0. 46 26 28 . 45 . 0000 Yes 
P (2) 3 . 77 0. 65 26 
T (1) 4 . 00 0. 00 26 
2. We do the same thing in class every S {3) 3 . 22 0. 35 26 5. ,03 .03 Yes 
day. P (2) 3 . 69 0. 93 26 
T (1) 4 . 00 0. 00 26 
3 . I pay attention in class. S (2) 3. ,37 0. 33 26 8 . 85 .00 Yes 
P (1) 3 . ,92 0. 39 26 
T (3) 3 . 31 0. .97 26 
4 . Our discussions are about the S (3) 3 . 12 0, .47 26 35 .89 .0000 Yes 
lesson being studied. P (1) 3 , .92 0. .39 26 
T (2) 3, .85 0. .54 26 
5. Our work is too hard for us. S (1) 1 . 87 0. 63 26 12 . 97 .0000 Yes 
P (3) 0 .38 0, .99 26 
T (2) 0 .84 1 .40 26 
6. My teacher gives us homework. S (1) 2 .63 0 .66 26 .2138 .8082 No 
P (3) 2 .38 1 . 70 26 
T (2) 2 .62 1 . 77 26 
7. My teacher is usually prepared S (3) 3 .47 0 .45 26 . 0754 .7859 No 
for class. P (1) 4 .00 0 . 00 26 
T (2) 3 .53 1 .17 26 
Table 37. Continued 
Item Rater 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. S 
P 
T 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. S 
P 
T 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time S 
in class. P 
T 
11. I work in this class even if the S 
teacher is not watching. P 
T 
12. I can get help from my teacher S 
when I need it. P 
T 
13. My teacher tells me that I do good S 
work. P 
T 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find S 
information to help me learn about P 
the lesson. T 
Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
(3) 3 . 75 0 . 21 26 
(2) 3. 92 0. 39 26 
(1) 4. 00 0. 00 26 
(1) 2 . 60 0 . 72 26 
(3) 0. 92 1. 40 26 
(2) 1. 70 1. 85 26 
(3) 2. 93 0 . ,67 26 
(1) 3 . ,77 0. ,86 26 
(1) 3. 77 0, .86 26 
(3) 3 . 44 0, .39 26 
(1) 3. 77 0. 86 26 
(2) 3 , .23 1. .14 26 
(3) 3, .33 0 . 52 26 
(2) 3 .77 0 . 65 26 
(1) 4 .00 0 . 00 26 
(3) 3 .36 0 . 37 26 
(1) 4 .00 0 . 00 26 
(2) 3 .85 0 .54 26 
(3) 3 .15 0 .43 26 
(2) 3 .46 0 . 90 26 
(1) 3.62 0.80 26 
4.90 .04 Yes 
9.35 .0000 Yes 
10.18 .0002 Yes 
2.35 .11 No 
6.28 .02 Yes 
21.83 .0001 Yes 
2.77 .0726 No 
Table 37. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
15. My teacher is ready for class when 
it is time to begin. 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to 
do. 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. 
18. My teacher has us learn ht»rd lessons 
in small steps. 
19. My teacher will explain new things 
in a way that is easy to learn. 
20. My teacher tells us what new things 
we can learn in each lesson. 
s (3) 3 . 51 0. 43 26 
p (1) 4 . 00 0. 00 26 
T (2) 3 . 77 0. 65 26 
S (3) 2. 95 0. 53 26 
P (2) 3 . 85 0. 54 26 
T (1) 4 . 00 0. 00 26 
S (3) 2 . 96 0. ,62 26 
P (1) 3. .77 0, , 86 26 
T (2) 3, .23 1. .14 26 
S (3) 3 .01 0. .57 26 
P (1) 4 . 00 0. .00 26 
T (1) 4 .00 0, .00 26 
S (3) 2 .41 0 .83 26 
P (1) 3 . 70 0 . 74 26 
T (2) 3 .00 1 .30 26 
S (3) 3 .34 0 .42 26 
P (1) 4 .00 0 . 00 26 
2.89 .10 No 
40.96 .0000 Yes 
5.10 .0096 Yes 
Many items deleted, 
question 18 bypassed. 
10.90 .0001 Yes 
23.59 .0001 Yes 
3.85 0.54 26 
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the middle (2), or low (3). To fully appreciate the differences in rank 
order, the reader must examine the questions being asked. For example, 
question 7, "My teacher is usually prepared for class," should elicit an 
"almost always" (4) response if all is going well. However, question 5, 
"Our work is too hard," should not get a (4) response, "almost always." 
It is also noteworthy that for some items all of the teachers 
(questions 1, 2, 8, 12, 15, 16 and 18) gave themselves the top rating. 
Principals gave all teachers a top rating on questions 7, 13, 15, 18 and 
20. All in all, 14 of the 20 questions for the K-12 group were 
significantly different. 
Hypotheses 3b: There will be no significant differences in the 20 
questions of the survey for Level II (3-5). 
Data regarding teachers at the 3-5 level are displayed in Table 38. 
Again, mean ratings and the ANOVA results are included. Once more the 
numbers in parentheses indicate the relative positions of the means, with 
(1) equaling the highest rating. At the 3-5 level, all except two of the 
items resulted in significantly different mean responses (questions 9 and 
20). Mostly the differences resulted from teacher self-ratings and 
principal ratings being considerably more positive than were the average 
student ratings. Not surprisingly, question 4 shows a lower rating set 
than all others. "My teacher gives us work to do at home" would not be an 
"almost always" response from third, fourth and fifth graders. 
Table 38. Item mean ratings by rater type 
Item 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting 
2. My school day is interesting. 
3. We go back over each lesson when we 
finish it. 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at 
home. 
5. Our discussions are about the subject 
being studied. 
6. My teacher gives us work to do at 
home. 
7. My teacher gives our work back to 
us quickly. 
combined districts by level (3-5) 
ater Rank X S. D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
S (3) 2 . 76 0. 43 34 7.88 .0008 Yes 
P (2) 2 . 91 0. 67 34 
T (1) 3 . 21 0. 48 34 
S (3) 2 . 49 0. 44 34 10.41 .0001 Yes 
P (2) 2 . ,91 0. 62 34 
T (1) 3 . ,00 0. 43 34 
S (3) 2 . 41 0. ,54 34 3.62 .0324 Yes 
P (2) 2. 71 0. ,76 34 
T (1) 2 , 91 0 . 97 34 
S (3) 1 .93 0. .92 34 10.11 .0001 Yes 
P (2) 1 .97 0. .83 34 
T (1) 2 .65 1, .28 34 
S (3) 2 .94 0 . 38 34 7. 95 .0008 Yes 
P (2) 3 .00 0 .65 34 
T (1) 3 .44 0 .61 34 
S (3) 2 .07 0 .75 34 20.50 .0000 Yes 
P (2) 2 .79 0 .73 34 
T (1) 3 .12 0 .88 34 
S (2) 3 .26 0 .39 34 3 .42 .04 Yes 
P (3) 3 .15 0 .89 34 
T (1) 3 .53 0 . 66 34 
Table 38. Continued 
Item Rater 
8. I can get help from my teacher. S 
P 
T 
9. I finish my work before class is S 
over. P 
T 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. S 
P 
T 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do S 
without having to wait a long time P 
for it. T 
12. My teacher explains the lesson S 
clearly. P 
T 
13. My teacher knows me well. S 
P 
T 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if S 
I finish my assignment before class P 
is over. T 
Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
(2) 3 . 37 0. 32 34 12. 90 .0000 Yes 
(3) 3 . 24 0. 55 34 
(1) 3 . 76 0. 50 34 
(1) 2. 88 0. 38 34 4. 83 . 0100 Yes 
(3) 2. 50 0. 71 34 
(2) 2. 82 0. 67 34 
(3) 1. 92 0. 62 34 10. 32 .0001 Yes 
(2) 2 , .44 0. 83 34 
(1) 2 . . 85 1. 02 34 
(3) 2. 66 0. ,45 34 19, ,00 .000 Yes 
(2) 2. 71 0. 63 34 
(1) 3 .38 0. 70 34 
(2) 3, .52 0 .23 34 14 .33 .000 Yes 
(3) 3 .10 0 .63 34 
(1) 3 . 59 0 .50 34 
(2) 3 .46 0 .35 34 9 .14 .0003 Yes 
(3) 3 .24 0 .70 34 
(1) 3 .79 0 .54 34 
(2) 3 .25 0 .31 34 11 .11 .0001 Yes 
(3) 3 .06 0 .60 34 
(1) 3 .56 0 .50 34 
Table 38. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
15. My teacher has us work at the right S (2) 3 . 00 0. 39 34 4 . 26 .02 Yes 
place. P (3) 2. 85 0. 74 34 
T (1) 3 . 26 0. 62 34 
16. My teacher tells us what new things S (3) 2 . 89 0. 42 34 4 . 47 .02 Yes 
we can learn in each lesson. P (2) 3 . 00 0. 55 34 
T (1) 3. 29 0. 72 34 
17. My teacher will explain new things S (2) 3 . 24 0 . 31 34 8. .92 .0004 Yes 
in a way that is easy to understand. P (3) 3, .09 0. 57 34 
T (1) 3. 53 0. 51 34 
18. My teacher is available to help me S (3) 2. 95 0. 42 34 8. .31 .0006 Yes 
during class time and other times P (2) 3, .14 0. .56 34 
during the day. T (1) 3, .50 0. .62 34 
19. My teacher uses a variety of class­ S (3) 2 .96 0. 38 34 13 .62 .0000 Yes 
room activities and resources. P (2) 3 . 03 0 . 87 34 
T (1) 3 .68 0 . 59 34 
20. My teacher is well prepared. S (2) 3 .47 0 . 35 34 4 . 77 .01 Yes 
P (3) 3 .29 0 .63 34 
T (1) 3 .65 0 .49 34 
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It is noteworthy that question 20, "My teacher is well prepared," was 
not rated high by all three response groups. Of the 20-item 
questionnaire, there was a significant difference on 18 items. 
Hypothesis 3c: There will be no significant differences in the 20 
quest-ions of the survey for Level III (6-8) . 
The results for the 6-8 group of raters (students, principals and 
teachers) are displayed in Table 39. The rankings of the mean ratings 
are from high (1) to low (3). At the 6-8 level, questions 6, 7, 9, 16 
and 17 had no significant differences. Again, the differences were a 
result of the principal ratings and the teacher self-ratings being 
considerably closer to the students' ratings. The only question in which 
the teacher did not self-rate higher was question 6, "We discuss and 
summarize each lesson just studied." Coincidentally, that is also the 
only question the principals rated higher than the teachers (1). The 
principal did rate questions 9, 14 and 17 lower than students. At the 
6-8 level, out of 20 questions, 15 were significantly different. 
Hypothesis 3d: There will be no significant differences in the 2 0 
questions of the survey of Level IV (9-12) . 
The data displayed in Table 40 are numerically ranked from high (1) 
to low (3). It is interesting in this data set that on some questions 
where the teacher self-ratings and the student ratings were somewhat in 
Table 39. Item mean ratings by rater type 
Item 
1. My teacher makes class work 
interesting. 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in 
our classroom. 
4. My teacher is well prepared for 
our class. 
5. My teacher gives assignments related 
to the subject we are studying. 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson 
just studied. 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic 
of the lesson. 
combined districts by level (6-8) 
Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
s (3) 2. 54 0. 73 39 14. 50 .0000 Yes 
p (2) 3 . 10 0. 68 39 
T (1) 3 . 12 0. 57 39 
S (3) 2 . 91 0. 57 39 23 . 82 .0000 Yes 
P (2) 3 . 43 0. 64 39 
T (1) 3 . ,69 0. 47 39 
S (3) 3 . 21 0. 46 39 10, .25 . 0001 Yes 
P (2) 3 . 44 0. 64 39 
T (1) 3, .72 0, .51 39 
S (3) 3 .31 0 .45 39 5, .20 .0077 Yes 
P (2) 3 .56 0 . 50 39 
T (1) 0 .00 0 .49 39 
S (3) 3 .44 0 .50 39 9 . 60 .0002 Yes 
P (2) 3 .49 0 . 56 39 
T (1) 3 .87 0 . 52 39 
S (3) 2 . 82 0. 60 39 
P (1) 2. 92 0. 62 39 
T (2) 2 , .87 0. .89 39 
S (3) 3 . 07 0 . ,48 39 
P (2) 3 , .25 0, .55 39 
T (1) 3 , .28 0. .86 39 
-J in 
0.22 .8070 No 
1.40 .2523 No 
Table 39. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask S (3) 2 . 82 0. 56 39 20. 66 .0000 Yes 
questions. P (2) 3 . 44 0 . 64 39 
T (1) 3 . 54 0. 50 39 
9. I have more time to do my work S (2) 2. 08 0. 65 39 2. 3171 . 0155 Yes 
than I need. P (3) 1. 90 0. 79 39 
T (1) 2 . 30 1. 15 39 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining S (3) 2. ,76 0 . ,61 39 11, ,54 .0000 Yes 
what we are going to do and why we P (2) 3 . ,08 0. ,66 39 
are going to do it. T (1) 3. ,44 0. ,75 39 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class S (3) 2. ,94 0. 49 39 11, ,01 .0001 Yes 
to see if we understand what has P (2) 3 . 10 0. 64 39 
been taught. T (1) 3 .49 0 .56 39 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a S (3) 2 .79 0 .58 39 10 .01 .0001 Yes 
way that is easy to understand. P (2) 3 .20 0 .61 39 
T (1) 3 .33 0 .53 39 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we S (3) 2 .68 0 .67 39 11 .68 .0000 Yes 
are doing it to see if we understand P (2) 3 . 15 0 .74 39 
the lesson. T (1) 3 .23 0 .71 39 
14 . My teacher knows more about this S (2) 2 .89 0 .56 39 17 .48 .0000 Yes 
subject than other teachers I have P (3) 2 .79 0 .66 39 
had. T (1) 3 .51 0 .56 39 
Table 39. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I S (3) 2 . 13 0. 72 39 10. 79 .0001 Yes 
finish an assignment before class is P (2) 2. 74 0. 64 39 
over. T (1) 2. 87 1. 03 39 
16. My teacher often makes materials and S (1) 2 . 82 0 . 54 39 0169 .9832 No 
worksheets for us to use. P (2) 2. 79 0. 70 39 
T (1) 2. 82 0. 94 39 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. S (2) 3 . ,06 0. ,62 39 2. 76 . 0697 No 
P (3) 2. 79 0. 77 39 
T (1) 3 . 10 1. , 05 39 
18. My teacher returns tests and S (3) 2 . ,67 0 . 56 39 12, .34 . 0000 Yes 
assignments quickly. P (2) 3 , .18 0. 51 39 
T (1) 3 .28 0, .72 39 
19. My teacher uses a variety of class­ S (3) 2 .68 0 .69 39 19 .60 .0000 Yes 
room activities and resources. P (2) 3 .10 0 .68 39 
T (1) 3 .44 0 .55 39 
20. My teacher gives enough time to S (3) 2 .72 0 .66 39 12 .50 .0000 Yes 
do our work. P (2) 3 .26 0 .50 39 
T (1) 3 .45 0 .82 39 
Table 40. Item mean ratings by rater type 
Item 
1. My teacher makes class work 
interesting. 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if 
we understand what has been taught. 
3. My teacher gives assignments related 
to the subject we are studying. 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson 
we have just studied. 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use 
what we have already learned to learn 
new things. 
S. My teacher maintains discipline in 
our classroom. 
7. My teacher returns tests and 
assignments quickly. 
combined districts by level (9-12) 
Rater Rank X S.D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
s (2) 2. 53 0.71 51 8 . 85 .0003 Yes 
p (1) 3. 02 0.84 51 
T (1) 3 . 02 0.55 51 
S (3) 2. 82 0.59 51 12. ,32 . 0000 Yes 
P (2) 3 . 25 0.80 51 
T (1) 3 . 45 0.67 51 
S (2) 3 . 30 0.66 51 9, .30 .0002 Yes 
P (3) 3 . 22 0.83 51 
T (1) 3 , .75 0.66 51 
S (3) 2. 80 0.63 51 1 .73 .1818 No ~4 03 
P (1) 3, .07 0.89 51 
T (2) 2, .96 0.85 51 
S (3) 2, .48 0.62 51 7 .30 .0011 Yes 
P (1) 3, .04 0.92 51 
T (2) 2 . 71 0.81 51 
S (3) 2 .92 0.75 51 14 .35 . 0000 Yes 
P (2) 3 .08 1.01 51 
T (1) 3 .55 0.61 51 
S (3) 2 .69 0.76 51 5 .72 . 0044 Yes 
P (1) 3 .20 0.85 51 
T (2) 3 .04 1. 02 51 
Table 40. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S. ,D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about S (3) 2. 70 0. 61 51 9. 50 .0002 Yes 
my performance. P (2) 3 . OG 0. 93 51 
T (1) 3 . 35 0 . 77 51 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this S (2) 2. 94 0. 58 51 22. 86 .0000 Yes 
subject. P (3) 2. ,82 1. 07 51 
T (1) 3. ,70 0. 50 51 
10. My homework helps me to learn the S (3) 2 . ,59 0. 76 51 3 . ,57 .0318 Yes 
subject being taught. P (2) 2. .98 1. ,01 51 
T (1) 3 . ,04 1. ,30 51 
11. My teacher makes materials and S (2) 2 .84 0. 79 51 5. 85 .0040 Yes 
worksheets for us to use. P (2) 2 .84 1. 07 51 
T (1) 3 .33 0. 79 51 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom S (3) 2 .56 0 .63 51 7 .87 .0007 Yes 
activities and resources. P (2) 2 .96 0 .85 51 
T (1) 3 .15 0 .86 51 
13 . The films or videotapes we watch help S (3) 2 .37 1 .00 51 1 .13 .3269 No 
us learn about the subject we are P (1) 2 .63 0 .89 51 
studying. T (2) 2 .45 1 .43 51 
14. My teacher tells the class about S (3) 1 .99 0 .80 51 3 .25 . 0429 Yes 
library/media materials that will P (1) 2 .39 0 .87 51 
help us learn about the subject we T (2) 1 .98 1 .35 51 
are studying, when appropriate. 
Table 40. Continued 
Item Rater Rank X S. D. n F ratio F prob. Sig. 
15. My teacher is well organized. S (3) 2. 90 0, 66 51 3 .81 .0254 Yes 
P (2) 3 . 12 1. 01 51 
T (1) 3 . 29 0-67 51 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask S (3) 2 .96 0 . 60 51 22.25 . 0000 Yes 
questions. P (2) 3 , .12 0. 79 51 
T (1) 3 .71 0. 46 51 
17. We work in different groups depending S (3) 2 .50 0 . 68 51 2.50 .0872 No 
upon the activity in which we are P (1) 2 .86 0 . 91 51 
involved. T (2) 2 .82 1. 07 51 
18 . My teacher encourages us to look at S (2) 2 .51 0 . 66 51 2.98 .0554 No 
problems in new ways and find new P (1) 2 .86 1. ,02 51 
ways to solve problems. T (1) 2 .86 0. ,96 51 
19. My teacher is available to help me S (3) 2 .91 51 12 . 04 .0000 Yes 
during class time and other times P (2) 3 .05 0 . 83 51 
during the school day. T (1) 3 .54 0 . 67 51 
20. My teacher looks at our work as we S (3) 2. 76 0 .54 51 9.82 .0001 Yes 
are doing it to see if we understand P (1) 3 . 39 0 .66 51 
the lesson. T (2) 3 , .17 0 .93 51 
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agreement, the principal ratings differed significantly on the high side 
(questions 4, 5, 13 and 14). In question 14, "...tells class about 
library/media materials...," the teachers and the students closely agree, 
however, the principals differ. Of the 20 questions, teachers self-rated 
high on 13 of them, and principal ratings were high on eight of them. 
(In some instances, the teacher and principal ratings were equal.) Of 
the 20 questions, student ratings never reflected a high or (1). Of the 
20 questions rated in the 9-12 group, 16 of them were significantly 
different. 
The data in Tables 37-40 reveal that across three districts, 
students, principals and teachers rate teachers' performance similarly. 
In most instances, the principal ratings and the teacher self-ratings 
were higher than the student ratings. Rarely did the students, as an 
aggregate group, rate teachers in the number one, or high, position. On 
Level I (K-2), the teacher received a high (1) rating on three questions: 
"Our work is too hard for us"; "...gives us homework"; "...is fair with 
everybody." Interestingly, the principal ratings were at high or (1) for 
11 questions (3, 4, 7, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 18, 19 and 20). 
On Level II (3-5), the teacher received a high or (1) rating from the 
students only on question 8: "I finish my work before class is over." 
With the exception of that question, all of the teacher self-ratings were 
high, or (1). The principal ratings were in the middle with the 
exception of questions 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 and 20, where they 
were low, or (3). 
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The student ratings on Level III (6-8) were the same as Level II, 
giving the teacher the high, or (1), rating only on question 16, "My 
teacher often makes materials and worksheets for us to use." 
Interestingly, the teacher self-rating on this question was identical to 
the students' rating. The teacher self-ratings were all high (1), except 
for question 6, "We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied." On 
this level, the principal ratings were usually in the middle (2), except 
for question 6 (1), and questions 9, 14 and 17, where the rankings were 
low (3). 
The student ratings at Level IV (9-12) never rated high (1) . The 
principal, on the other hand, rated high on nine of the questions (1, 4, 
5, 7, 13, 14, 17, 18 and 20). The teacher self-ratings were high for 13 
items. On questions 1 and 17, the teacher self-ratings and the principal 
ratings were equal or a tie. 
Research Question 4: Will teachers rate themselves more leniently than 
will principals and students? Or will principals 
rate teachers more severely (lower) than will 
students and teachers in self-rating? 
Hvpothesis 4: There will be no significant differences in the 
perceptions of the teachers' overall performance rating by 
three groups of raters: students, teachers and 
principals. 
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Table 41 offers ample evidence that student ratings of teachers are 
more severe (lower) at all levels: K-2, 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12. In three out 
of four levels, teachers rated themselves highest, followed by principals 
and students in that order. At the K-2 level, principals rated teachers 
higher than did the teachers themselves, 69.25 as compared to 67.77. At 
all levels, student mean ratings were lowest, p<.0001. By inspection, it 
is evident that the teachers on the average rated themselves much higher 
than did the students. Moreover, teachers as a group also rated 
themselves higher than did the principals except at the K-2 level, where 
the average for teachers was 67.77 and the principals' mean was 69.25. 
There is a significant difference in the perceptions of the teachers' 
overall performance as measured by three groups of raters. 
Table 41. Total mean scores analyzed by levels and raters 
Level Raters Rank^ X S -D. n Ratio Prob. Sig. 
K-2 S (3) 61 .10 5, , 80 27 19.63 . 0000 Yes 
P (1) 69 .25 4 . 71 27 
T (2) 67 . 77 4 , .48 27 
3-5 S (3) 56 .25 5. ,49 40 23.49 . 0000 Yes 
P (2) 57 .80 8 . ,98 40 
T (1) 66 .13 6. 15 40 
6-8 S (3) 56 . 53 8 . 40 45 20.93 . 0000 Yes 
P (2) 60 .49 7 . 29 45 
T (1) 65 . 96 5. 87 45 
9-12 S (3) 53 . 96 10. 63 52 9.505 . 0002 Yes 
P (2) 59 .29 14 . 25 52 
T (1) 63 .30 7. 86 52 
®Key: (1) = highest rating; (3) = lowest rating. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Student evaluation of professors' performance is well established at 
the post-high school level. The idea of student feedback to teachers in 
K-12 schools is more controversial. Issues of validity, reliability and 
bias are always raised considering very young children as raters. 
Nonetheless, two decades of continuous work by the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) office at Iowa State University has overcome the challenges 
(validity, reliability and bias) to the extent that some districts have 
included student ratings as part of their algorithm for teacher 
appraisal. Cave Creek Unified School District #2 has even used student 
ratings as a part of its career ladder/merit pay system for four years 
without a legal challenge or even a grievance (Price, 1992). 
Many teachers have trouble accepting feedback from students. Some of 
that may come from fear of negative results, some may be caused by an 
unrealistically high self-perception. Lamentably some of the lack of 
comfort regarding negative results may come from a career-long experience 
with principals' ratings which are little more than ceremonial 
congratulations. Most research into the validity of principals' ratings 
of teachers is disheartening (Medley & Coker, 1987; Manatt & Daniels, 
1990). The present investigator sought to determine differences, if any, 
in the performance ratings of K-12 classroom teachers by principals, 
students and the teachers themselves. 
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Summary 
Three school organizations, Basehor-Linwood, Kansas; Lincoln County 
School District #1, Diamondville, Wyoming; and DODDS Mannheim Complex, 
Mannheim, Germany, agreed to participate in the study. The standard 
student feedback to teachers instruments (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) developed 
by SIM were modified for use by the teachers as an "I do" scale and by the 
principals as a "This teacher does " scale. Participation, of 
course, was voluntary. Despite that arrangement, almost all teachers and 
their students participated in Basehor-Linwood and Lincoln County 
District #1; the Mannheim group was much more limited. In all, 182 
teachers were rated by 6,771 students and 15 principals. Data sets were 
clustered by teachers and tabled for magnitude comparisons and then 
tested by one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) or repeated measures ANOVA 
to answer the research questions. 
Research Question 1: Will teacher performance ratings vary by the 
districts participating? 
This question was prompted by the diverse background of the three 
school organizations. Basehor-Linwood and Lincoln County District #1 
were developing more rigorous teacher evaluation systems which in all 
likelihood would include student ratings in the future. Mannheim-DODDS, 
while evaluating teachers in a routine manner for legal purposes of 
accountability, had what can only be described as an outdated and "loose" 
performance appraisal system. Because the ratings were done by four 
instruments (K-2, 3-5, 6-8, 9-12) and three types of raters, it was 
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decided to use three out of four levels being significant to answer this 
question. The ratings vary significantly at levels. 
Only four of the possible 12 ratings revealed a significant 
difference. These were not consistent by rater group; two were student 
ratings and two were principals' ratings. 
The first hypothesis, "There will be no significant differences in 
the mean scores across districts," was not rejected. 
Table 42. Raters by type compared across three districts 
Lincoln Basehor- Significance 
Level Co. Dis. #1 Linwood Mannheim level 
K-2 
Teacher 
Principal 
Student 
67 
69 
64 
.8 
. 5 
.8 
66 
70 
59 
. 8 
.7 
.6 
69 
66 
59 
.4 
. 0 
.5 
P 
P 
P 
£ 
£ 
.49 
. 07 
. 04* 
•5 
Teacher 
Principal 
Student 
64 , 
60 , 
54 , 
6 
3 
8 
64 , 
58 , 
54 . 
. 8 
.6 
4 
68 
52 , 
61, 
.5 
. 8 
.0 
P 
P 
P 
£ 
S 
. 32 
. 10 
. 001 
8 
Teacher 
Principal 
Student 
54 . 
61. 
54 . 
,3 
,9 
1 
66 . 
57 . 
57. 
6 
0 
7 
70 . 
69. 
55 . 
,5 
8 
8 
P 
P 
P 
£ 
S 
S 
.13 
. 002-
.45 
12 
Teacher 
Principal 
Student 
64 . 
58 . 
54 . 
9 
8 
9 
61. 
55 . 
51. 
8 
1 
9 
63 . 
74 . 
60 . 
1 
8 
0 
P 
P 
P 
S 
S 
£ 
.42 
. 007^ 
.25 
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Rfisearch Question 2a: Will aggregate ratings by principals be consist­
ently higher or lower than student ratings? 
Rfifiearch Question 2b: Will aggregate ratings by teachers be consistently 
higher or lower than student ratings? 
Instead of a null hypothesis 2, these questions will be answered. 
These questions stem from the long-held belief in the public school 
culture that principals are too generous (positive) in their ratings of 
teachers. All too often, principals don't spend enough time in the 
classroom in order to have sufficient data to correctly assess the 
quality of instruction presented. Principals also know that teachers are 
painfully aware of how little time is actually spent in direct 
observation. Thus, to avoid conflict over end-of-year ratings, some 
principals submit inflated ratings. Teachers also want to "look good" and 
have been socialized into the practice of never showing a sign of 
weakness. This manifests itself in unrealistically high self-ratings. 
This research question was intended to shed light on each of these 
practices. Such was indeed the case. When individual teachers' ratings 
by all three groups were tabled and analyzed: 
1. Principals of all three districts at all four levels (K-2, 3-5, 
6-8, 9-12) rated the teachers substantially higher than did the 
students. 
2. Teachers of all three districts and at all four levels were even 
more prone to rate themselves higher than did the students. 
Although each of the four instruments has 20 items which are designed 
to be as similar as possible across grade levels, the individual items 
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are important and how perceptions of the three ratings groups varied by-
item was of interest. A repeated measures ANOVA was conducted using each 
of the 20 items at each of the four levels. A decision was made that 75 
percent of the item ratings tests must be significant to determine that 
the 20-item survey would be judged significantly different. 
Ratings of individual items were significantly different by rater 
groups in the vast majority of cases in all four instrument levels. 
Table 43. Repeated measures ANOVA significance (items 1-20) 
K-2 3-5 6 - 8  9-12 
1. 
2 . 
3 . 
4 . 
5 . 
6 . 
7. 
8 . 
9. 
10 . 
11. 
12 . 
13 . 
14 . 
15 . 
16 . 
17. 
18. 
19. 
2 0  .  
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
70% Yes 95% Yes 70% Yes 80% Yes 
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Hypothesis 3 posited that there will be no significant differences in 
the perceptions of the teachers' performance by the three groups of 
raters. This was rejected for 70 percent of the items in Level I (K-2), 
95 percent of the items in Level II (3-5), 70 percent of the items in 
Level III (6-8), and 80 percent of the items in Level IV (9-12) . When 
all four levels were considered, 78.7% of the items were rated 
differently. Hypothesis 3 was rejected. 
The final hypothesis was of paramount interest, viz.. Hypothesis 4: 
There will be no significant differences in the perceptions of the 
teachers' overall performance by three groups of raters. 
A repeated measures ANOVA was performed comparing the mean ratings of 
all 20 items (a possible score of 80) for each of the four levels. 
Differences among the means of all three rater groups were found at each 
of the four levels. At each level (K-2, 3-5, G-8, 9-12), students were 
always the toughest raters. Principals were the most lenient raters at 
the K-2 level, teachers were the most lenient raters in levels 3-5, 6-8 
and 9-12. The magnitude of the differences from the top to the bottom 
group ranged from eight points at the K-2 level to ten points at the 3-5 
and 9-12 levels. 
Conclusions 
The four research questions and their subsequent hypotheses testing 
led to the following conclusions: 
1. The modifications of the student survey forms for rating teachers 
were successful. The "I do" form for teachers and the "This 
teacher does " form for principals created for this 
investigation worked well and elicited parallel responses which 
allowed comparison of data from the three rater groups. 
2. The three districts' raters were not consistent in their 
differences across levels. Because an a priori condition had 
been set regarding three out of four levels (and this was not the 
case), it was concluded that district mean scores were not 
significantly different. 
3. Using individual teachers and their three response sets (self, 
principal and student), it was concluded that principals and 
teachers of all four levels and all three districts consistently 
rated teachers substantially higher than did students. 
4. The higher ratings by teachers and principals persisted across 
almost all of the 20 questions. No particular pattern was 
detected for those few items which were not rated significantly 
different. 
5. When considering total ratings (80 points possible), principals 
and teachers were much more lenient raters than were students. 
Generally speaking, teachers were the most lenient of all raters 
except at the K-2 level, where principals' ratings were slightly 
higher than teachers. 
6. In the primary grades (ps.05), the Lincoln County District #1 
students were more positive in their evaluation of their teachers 
than were students in the other two districts. 
7. In the intermediate grades (3-5) (ps.05), the Mannheim Complex 
students were more positive in their evaluation of their teachers 
than were students in the other districts. 
8. In the secondary grades (9-12) (ps.OS), the principals of the 
Mannheim complex were more positive in their evaluation of their 
teachers than were the principals in the other two districts. 
9. In all three districts (ps.05), there were no significant 
differences in the self-evaluation of teachers. 
10. The paramount conclusion of the study was that teachers and 
principals were much more lenient in their ratings than were 
students. 
Limitations 
The previous conclusions must be constrained by the following 
limitations of the study: 
1. The teacher subject pools were from three small school 
organizations. While they were geographically apart, two of the 
three were actively involved in projects to improve teacher 
performance evaluation. 
2. All of the subjects had the right to refuse participation. It's 
likely that some of those who refused the initial request (or who 
simply did not complete their bubble sheets) did so because of 
fear of low ratings. 
3. Power of some analyses was lost because only intact data sets 
could be analyzed, i.e., if a teacher or a principal did not 
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complete a rating scale for a particular classroom, no 
statistical comparison could be made even though all students in 
the class completed the rating form. 
4. In order to encourage participation, teachers were not monitored 
when administering the survey to their students nor did all 
teachers exchange classes to assure that administration of 
surveys was "neutral." Consequently, no clear custodial trail 
could be established to prevent any possible cheating. 
Discussion 
The principal as evaluator 
Entering into this investigation, the researcher had an idea that 
teachers may be unrealistic in self-rating in comparison to student 
ratings. However, the real eye-opener was what the data revealed about 
the leniency of the principal. Ironically, teachers have long felt that 
a single rater (the principal) was unfair and "too severe." This study 
has revealed just the opposite. The fact that principals at all four 
levels (K-2, 3-5, 6-8 and 9-12) in all three districts rated teachers 
higher than did the students is cause for concern or even alarm since 
principals in most school districts are the sole assessors of teacher 
performance. Since most school districts assign teacher evaluation to 
the principal, this study indicates that that process is not a valid one. 
The principal, along with the teacher, is far too lenient in rating the 
teacher's performance. This means that teachers do not receive honest 
and realistic feedback. Thus, ineffective practices in the classroom are 
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continued and the improvement of instruction is not attained. Medley and 
Coker (1987) echo this concern in their study in which the conclusion was 
the principal (single rater) is not a good judge of teacher performance. 
Both of the school districts in the United States (Basehor-Linwood and 
Lincoln County District #1) found the resulting data so compelling that 
they have decided to continue this process in subsequent school years. 
The teacher as self-evaluator 
Scriven's (1991) fear is justified by this study. He fears that 
ratings will be inflated if self-ratings are part of the evaluation 
process. The researcher agrees with Withers (1994) and Costa, Garmston 
and Lambert (1988) that teachers (as professionals) should be a part of 
their own evaluation, though for different reasons. Hildebaugh (1973) 
opposed self-ratings by teachers and declared them of little value 
because the strong teacher underrates himself while the weak teacher 
overrates. Close inspection of the data gathered tends to support his 
point of view. There are instances where the students and the principal 
both rate the teacher very high and the teacher rates him/herself low. 
Conversely, there are many instances where the teacher rates him/herself 
very high while being rated very low by both principal and students. 
Keep in mind Oliva's (1989) observation that teachers generally believe 
that in the education process, only the student should be evaluated. 
The student as evaluator 
At the university level, it has long been accepted that evaluation by 
students is a normal and expected process. At many universities it is 
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the only form of teacher evaluation (Levinson-Menges, 1987). Many 
studies have been conducted at the university level testing the 
reliability, validity and bias of student evaluations. Murray (1987) 
states that student ratings have an overwhelmingly positive impact on the 
quality of postsecondary teaching. 
The studies on K-12 student evaluation are limited. However, recent 
investigations have consistently found that students are valid and 
competent judges of teachers' performance in the classroom (Price, 1992; 
Omotani, 1992; Weber, 1992). 
Hildebaugh (1973) believed that student ratings are probably the best 
indicator of the teacher's true performance. Weber (1992) proved that 
K-5 students can be discriminating judges of teacher performance. 
Omotani (1992) found that 6-12 students are able to provide valuable 
feedback. 
In the literature review, some empirical data were found in support 
of multiple raters (Harris, 1987; Manatt, 1988; Popham, 1988; Gastel, 
1991). Aleamoni (1987) proclaimed that a comprehensive system of 
instructional evaluation needs to be established with various components. 
The present investigation, using a valid, reliable and discriminating 
document (developed and normed by SIM) to measure student responses found 
that students who are the only ones in a position to observe the teacher 
consistently over long periods of time were more severe in ratings than 
the principal who sees the teacher's performance only on an intermittent 
basis. This "intermittent basis" can translate into three times a school 
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year. Wilkerson's (1994) work of building a norm base is a valuable 
source of comparison by the teacher and the principal. 
A strong case for multiple appraisal 
The conclusions of this study proclaim a strong case for 
multiappraisers. The principals' data strongly demonstrate leniency in 
their ratings of teachers' performance. The teachers' data are equally 
lenient in their perception of their own performance. The students' 
ratings contribute balance and a touch of reality. Again, it must be 
stated that the students are the only consistent observers of the 
teacher's classroom performance. Gastel's (1991) assertion, "...by 
obtaining evaluations from various sources, by various means, and at 
various times, you can more effectively improve your teaching and 
document its quality" (p. 342), is the best summative statement and 
strong support for multiappraisers. But as W. Edwards Deming states, "In 
most schools, there is no plan or vehicle, which is designed to give 
feedback to the teacher on performance other than the principal." It is 
the hope that one contribution of this study will be to illuminate the 
necessity of a multiple appraisal system. 
Finally, the principles of the proven successful Total Quality 
Management system of the Japanese can and should be applied to the 
business of providing quality instruction to boys and girls. They are: 
1) customer satisfaction (the students and parents); 2) seeking feedback 
at all levels on quality and performance (input from the students on the 
quality of classroom instruction); and 3) fostering a sense of ownership 
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(involving the teacher in comparing his/her perceptions of his/her 
performance with others in a multiple appraisal system). 
Recommendations for Practice 
As a result of this investigation, several recommendations appear 
warranted. 
1. The data overwhelmingly point to the leniency of ratings by the 
principals and teachers. Crucial to the improvement of 
instruction is the requirement for the teacher to receive honest 
and realistic feedback on his/her performance in the classroom. 
Therefore, any teacher appraisal system must include multiple 
appraisers. 
2. Students, who are the customers and, in a way, the product of the 
teacher's efforts, are entitled to have a voice in the quality of 
those efforts. This study, as seven others before it, proves 
that students (K-12) can rate the teacher's performance using an 
instrument that has proven reliability, validity, and 
discriminating power. Any teacher's appraisal system should 
include students as an integral part of the rating system. 
3. Teachers' unions have long opposed single raters as biased and 
subjective. Teachers have distrusted single raters. 
Simultaneously, teachers and teachers' unions have opposed the 
involvement of student raters in the evaluation process. Usage 
of the process in this study, which includes the teacher's self-
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rating, should facilitate a balance among the three rater groups 
which would reflect honesty and realism. 
Superintendents and school districts should use the data from 
this study to convince teachers and principals of the need for 
1) multiappraisers and 2) student feedback. The requirement and 
responsibility for providing a quality educational program for 
students should and must supersede the organized efforts of 
teachers' unions that protect marginal teachers. The 
superintendent and school board must revise current systems that 
allow single rater's assessment of teacher performance. Future 
contract negotiations should recognize that the rights of 
students to a quality education supersede the rights of teachers' 
working conditions and that students are the reason that schools 
exist. 
Teachers should be actively involved in the evaluation process 
(self-ratings) in order for them to have ownership for the 
process and the responsibility to change. Student ratings, which 
this study shows are consistently more severe, should be used by 
the teacher in comparison to his/her own. This comparison can 
trigger self-reflection and examination of ineffective teaching 
practices. 
This survey of students, teachers and principals worked so well 
that it seems desirable that more school organizations use a 
triangulation of data from the three groups to open a dialogue on 
how to help teachers improve performance. This could be done by 
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using the data for both formative and summative conferences. The 
principal's supervisor could also use the data in coaching the 
principal to be more realistic in his/her summations. 
7. Procedures and guidance on administering the student feedback 
questionnaires should be followed. Teachers should not 
administer the questionnaires to their own students. 
8. Compared to clinical supervision, this methodology (students 
completing score forms) is very time efficient, requiring 20 
minutes or less per student per teacher. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
This tentative and small investigation has demonstrated the validity 
of using student feedback to help teachers and principals become more 
realistic in their assessment of teacher performance. These findings 
suggest further research. In each suggested study, the sample size 
should be as large as possible. 
1. This study intended to assess the value of student feedback and 
the value of multiappraisers. Further research should replicate 
this study and establish norms for the principal and the 
teacher's self-ratings. This study should also be replicated 
with complete districts where the populations are nonvolunteers. 
2. A new study should be designed to hook student achievement gains 
to the same three sources of ratings. For example, a pre- and 
post-achievement score (in gain score form) could be used to 
determine which of the three sources are most accurate. This 
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kind of study would probably validate the correlation between 
student ratings of teacher performance and student achievement. 
A year-long study should be designed using the questionnaires as 
pre in the first semester and post in the second semester. The 
results of the first semester's student and principal ratings 
would be compared with the teacher's self-rating. If Schon 
(1987), and Airaisian and Gullickson (1994) are correct, the 
teacher will reflect and modify classroom behavior and actions. 
If the teacher realized that the questionnaire would be 
readministered at the end of the second semester and would be a 
part of the summative rating, that fact should motivate both the 
teacher and the principal towards realism with increased and more 
accurate observations from the principal and more effective 
practices from the teacher. 
A longitudinal study should be conducted to determine if teachers 
are able to improve their performance in areas identified as 
requiring improvement. This kind of investigation could examine 
whether self-analysis of the collected data is as effective as an 
expert consultant's interpretation of the feedback in changing 
classroom behaviors. Early results from the Cave Creek, Arizona 
District indicate that this is happening. 
Additional studies should examine the correlation of student 
ratings, principal ratings, self-ratings, peer ratings and parent 
ratings. This would give valuable insight into how the teacher's 
performance is perceived by additional rater groups. 
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6. Case studies of teachers receiving the highest mean scores should 
be developed to investigate and document the practices, 
techniques and overall performance demonstrated in their 
classrooms. 
7. Demographic data of all raters should be included in a study to 
determine if race, gender, socioeconomic status, age or grades 
expected by the students influence the mean scores. 
8. A study of teacher self-rating correlated with the teacher's 
efficacy should reveal interesting insights into the way a 
teacher self-rates. Do superior teachers really evaluate 
themselves more severely? 
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APPENDIX A. K-2 QUESTIONNAIRE 
(STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
LOWER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (K-2) 
Because lower elementary students may experience difficulty in reading their own directions, the 
adult proctor will read: 
Note to students: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep this 
form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements on your sheet are designed to find out more about your class and 
teacher. For each question or statement, fill in the circle after each statement that best describes this 
class or teacher. This is not a test Do not put your name on this paper or answer sheet Please 
answer all the statements. Carefully listen to directions for marking answers. 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE Q CIRCLE 
if the statement does not describe your class or teacher at all. 
CAREFULLY FILL IN THE CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or teacher the way it is sometimes. 
CAREFULLY FELL IN THE (2) CIRCLE 
if the statement describes your class or teacher the way it is almost all of the time. 
NOW LET'S PRACTICE on the first item marked 0 (zero) at the top of your sheet. 
0 ( 0 ) 0  
0. I like the color red. 
Notice that some of you may mark © and some of you may mark © , jvhile others rnay 
mark Q because each of you may have a different opinion about red. All of the questions 
you wiU answer today are your opinions and you may each answer differently for each question. 
© 1994, Richard P. Manatt 
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Student Feedback to Teachers fiLower Elementary. K-2'> 
0. I like the color red. 
1. My school day is interesting. 
2. We do the same thing in class everyday. 
3. I pay attention in class. 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 
7. My teacher is usually prepared for class. 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not watching. 
(over) 
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V—J \s^ j 12. I can get help from my teacher when I need iL 
\R^J V.—J \S^Y 13. My teacher tells me that I do good work. ^ 
14. My teacher teUs me where I can find information to help me learn about the lesson. QQO 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. ^ ^ 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. V y 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. ^ ^ 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small steps. ^ 
19. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to learn. v V \S-^ 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn in each lesson. ^ ^ 
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K-2 STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your performance on the following items: 
1 
No 
2 
? 
3 
Yes 
1. I make the school day interesting for my students. O o o 
2. I give my students enough time to do their work. O o o 
3. My students pay attention in class. o o o 
4. Discussions in my class are about lessons being studied. o o o 
5. The work in my class is too hard for students. o o o 
6. I give my students homework. o o o 
7. I come to class on time. o o o 
8. 1 require that students follow the rules. o o o 
9. My students often have to take a test in class. o o o 
10. I care if a student wastes time in my class. o o o 
11. Even when I am not watching, my students work in this class. o o o 
12. Students can get help from me when they need it. o o o 
13. I give students new work to do when they are ready for it. o o o 
14. I tell students where they can find more information to 
help them learn about the lesson. o o o 
15. I am ready for class when it is time to begin. o o o 
16. I make it clear what I want students to do. o o o 
17. I give students interesting work if they finish their work before 
class is over. o o o 
18. I teach hard lessons in small steps. o o o 
19. I give students work back quickly. o o o 
20. 1 tell my students what new things they can learn in each lesson. o o o 
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PRINCIPAL S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
LOWER ELEMENTARY (K-2) 
Rate the teacher's performance on the following items: 
1 
No 
2 
7 
3 
Yes 
1. This teacher makes the school day interesting. O o o 
2. This teacher gives students enough time to do their work. O o o 
3. The students pay attention in his/her class. O o o 
4. His/her discussions are about lessons being studied. O o o 
5. His/her work is too hard for the students. O o o 
6. This teacher gives students homework. o o o 
7. This teacher comes to class on time. o o o 
8. This teacher makes students follow the rules. o o o 
9. Students often have to take a test in this teacher's class. o o o 
10. This teacher cares if smdents waste time in class. o o o 
11. Smdents work in this class even when the teacher is not 
watching. o o o 
12. Students can get help from this teacher when they need it. o o o 
13. This teacher gives students new work to do when they are 
ready for it. o o o 
14. This teacher tells students where they can find more 
information to help them learn about the lesson. o o o 
15. This teacher is ready for class when it is time to begin. o o o 
16. Students know what the teacher wants them to do. o o o 
17. This teacher gives students interesting work if they finish 
their work before class is over. o o o 
18. This teacher has students learn hard lessons in small steps. o o o 
19. This teacher gives students work back quickly. o o o 
20. This teacher tells students what new things they can learn in 
in each lesson. o o o 
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APPENDIX B. 3-5 QUESTIONNAIRE 
(STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
UPPER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (3-5) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 
3 
4 
5 
= Sometimes 
= Usually 
= Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
0. I like to eat ice cream. 0 0 0 0 0 
1. My teacher makes our work interesting. 0 0 0 0 0 
2. My school day is interesting. 0 0 0 0 0 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. o 0 0 0 0 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. o 0 0 0 0 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. o 0 0 0 0 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. o 0 o 0 o 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 0 0 o 0 0 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 0 0 0 0 0 
9. I finish my work before class is over. o 0 0 0 0 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. o 0 0 0 0 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without having to 
wait a long time for it. o o 0 0 0 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. o 0 o 0 0 
13. My teacher knows me well. o 0 o 0 0 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my assignment 
before class is over. o' 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. o 0 0 0 0 
® 1994, Richard P. Manatt (over) 
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16. My teacher tells us what new things we can leam in each lesson. 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
times during the school day. 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 
20. My teacher is well-prepared. 
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GRADES 3-5 - STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your performance on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 2 _3 _4 J. 
1. I make work interesting for my students. O o o o o 
2. My students find the school day interesting. O o o o o 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. O o o o o 
4. 1 give students work to do at home. O o o o o 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being studied. O o o o o 
6. I remrn students' work quickly. O o o o o 
7. I make my students feel good when they do good work. O o o o o 
8. Students can get help from me. O o o o o 
9. Students finish their work before class is over. O o o o o 
10. If my students finish their work before class is over, I give 
them interesting work. O o o o o 
11. I give new work without making the students wait a long time 
for it. O o o o o 
12. I explain lessons clearly. o o o o o 
13. I know my students well. o o o o o 
14. I will explain new things in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
15. I have my students work at the right pace. o o o o o 
16. I tell students what new things they can learn in each lesson. o o o o o 
17. I will explain new things in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
18. I am available to help students during class time and other 
times during the school day. o o o o o 
19. I use a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. I am well prepared. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 3-5 
Rate the teacher on the following items; 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 2 _4 _5 
1. This teacher makes work interesting for students. O o o o o 
2. The school day is interesting for students. 0 o o o o 
3. The teacher and students go back over each lesson when 
they finish it. o o o o o 
4. This teacher gives students work to do at home. o o o o o 
5. This teacher ensures discussions are about the subject 
being studied. o o o o o 
6. This teacher returns work to smdents quickly. o o o o 0 
7. This teacher makes students feel good when they do good work. o o o o o 
8. Students can get help from this teacher. o o o o o 
9. Students finish their work before class is over. o o o o o 
10. If students finish their work before class is over, the teacher 
gives them interesting work. o o o o o 
11. This teacher gives students new work without making the 
smdents wait a long time for it. o o o o o 
12. This teacher explains the lesson clearly. o o o o o 
13. This teacher knows his/her students well. o o o o o 
14. This teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy 
to understand. o o o o o 
15. This teacher has students work at the right pace. o o o o o 
16. This teacher tells students what they can learn in each lesson. o o o o o 
17. This teacher will explain new things in a way that is easy to 
understand. o o o o o 
18. This teacher is available to help students during class time 
and other times during the school day. o o o o o 
19. This teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. This teacher is well prepared. o o o o o 
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APPENDIX C. 6-8 QUESTIONNAIRE 
(STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
MIDDLE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (6-8) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 
1 = Never 
2 = Not often 
3 = Sometimes 
4 = Usually 
5 = Almost always 
3 4 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 0 0 0 0 0 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 0 O 0 0 0 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 0 0 0 o o 
4. My teacher is well-prepared for our class. 0 0 0 0 0 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 0 0 0 0 0 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 0 0 0 o 0 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 0 O 0 o 0 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 0 0 0 o 0 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 0 O 0 0 0 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are going to do 
and why we are going to do it. 0 0 0 0 0 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to see if we understand 
what has been taught O O 0 0 0 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to understand. 0 O 0 o 0 
13. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. o o o o o 
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1 2 3 4 5 
14. My teacher knows more about this subject than other teachers 
I have had. ' 0 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an assignment 
before the class is over. 0 0 0 0 0 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets for us to use. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 0 O 0 0 0 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 0 O 0 0 0 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 0 0 0 0 0 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 0 0 0 0 0 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK - GRADES 6-8 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your performance on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 1 _3 A _5 
1. I make class work interesting. o o o o o 
2. I am fair with all students. o o o o o 
3. I maintain discipline in the classroom. o o o o o 
4. I am well prepared for my class. o o 0 0 o 
5. I give assignments related to the subjects we are studying. o o o o o 
6. My students and I discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
7. I ensure that our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. o o o 0 o 
8. I like it when students ask questions. o o o 0 o 
9. My students have excessive time in which to complete their work. o o o o o 
10. I begin lessons by explaining what we are going to do and why 
we are going to do it. o o o o o 
11. I ask questions in class to see if my students understand 
what has been taught. o o o o o 
12. I explain new ideas in a way that is easy to understand. o o o o o 
13. I monitor students' work, as they are doing it, to see if 
they understand the lesson. o o o o o 
14. I am very knowledgeable about the subject I teach. o o o o o 
15. I have work prepared for students to do if they complete 
their assignment before class is over. o o o o o 
16. I often use teacher-made materials and worksheets for 
my students to use. o o o o o 
17. I give tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. I remrn tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
19. I use a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
20. I give students enough time to do their work. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 6-8 
Rate the teacher named at the top of the form on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 2 J _4 J. 
1. This teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. This teacher is fair with all students. O o o o o 
3. This teacher maintains discipline in the classroom. O o o o o 
4. This teacher is well prepared for class. O o o o 0 
5. This teacher gives assignments related to the subject smdents 
are studying. O o o o o 
6. Teacher ensures that there is discussion and summarization of 
each lesson just studied. O o o o o 
7. Class discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. O o o o o 
8. This teacher likes it when students ask questions. o o o o o 
9. Students have more time to do their work than they need. o o o o o 
10. This teacher starts lessons explaining to students what they 
are going to do and why they are going to do it. o o o o o 
11. This teacher asks questions in class to see if students 
understand what has been taught. o o o o o 
12. This teacher explains new ideas in a way that is easy to 
understand. o o o o o 
13. This teacher looks at students' work, as they are doing it, 
to see if they understand the lesson. o o o o o 
14. This teacher knows more about the subject than other 
teachers I have observed. o o o o o 
15. This teacher has work for students to do if they finish 
an assignment before class is over. o o o o o 
16. This teacher often makes materials and worksheets for 
smdents to use. o o o o o 
17, This teacher gives tests and quizzes. o o o o o 
18. This teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
19. This teacher uses a variety of classroom materials and resources. o o o o o 
20. This teacher gives students enough time to do their work. o o 0 o o 
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APPENDIX D. 9-12 QUESTIONNAIRE 
(STUDENT, TEACHER, PRINCIPAL) 
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STUDENT FEEDBACK TO TEACHERS 
SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE (9-12) 
NOTE TO STUDENTS: Please remember that completing this form is voluntary. You may keep 
this form if you decide not to participate. 
Directions: The statements below are designed 1 = Never 
to find out more about your class and teacher. 2 = Not often 
This is not a test. Do not put your name on 3 = Sometimes 
this paper. Please answer all the statements. 4 = Usually 
Students are not to ask any questions during the survey. 5 = Almost always 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. O 0 0 0 0 
2 My teacher asks questions to see if we understand what has been 
taught 0 o 0 0 0 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the subject we are studying. 0 0 0 0 0 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have just studied. O o 0 0 0 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have already learned 
to leam new things. 0 0 0 0 0 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 0 0 0 0 0 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. O o 0 0 0 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 0 0 0 0 0 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject o o 0 0 0 
10. My homework helps me to leam the subject being taught o o 0 0 0 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for us to use. 0 0 0 0 0 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and resources. 0 o o 0 0 
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1 2 3 4 5 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn about the 
subject we are studying. O 0 o 0 0 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media materials that will 
help us learn about the subject we are studying, when appropriate. 0 0 0 0 0 
15. My teacher is well-organized. 0 0 0 0 o 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 0 0 0 0 0 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the activity in 
which we are involved. 0 0 0 0 0 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems in new ways and 
find new ways to solve problems. 0 0 0 o 0 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class time and other 
times during the school day. 0 0 o o 0 
20. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing it, to see if we 
understand the lesson. 0 0 0 0 0 
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GRADES 9-12 - STUDENT RATINGS 
TEACHER VERSION 
Rate your performance on the following items: 
1 = never, 2 — not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 1 _3 _4 _5 
1. I make class work interesting. o o o o o 
2. I ask questions in class to see if the students understand 
what has been taught. o o o o o 
3. I give assignments related to the subject we are studying. o o o o o 
4. My students and I discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. o o o o o 
5. I tell students how they can use what they already have learned 
to learn new things. o o o o o 
6. I maintain discipline in my classroom. o o o o o 
7. I return tests and assignments quickly. o o o o o 
8. I give students feedback about their performance. o o o o o 
9. I am very knowledgeable about the subject(s) I teach. o o o o o 
10. I assign homework that helps students to learn the subject 
being taught. o o o o o 
11. I make materials and worksheets for students to use. o o o o o 
12. I use a variety of classroom activities and resources. o o o o o 
13. I use films or videotapes for students to watch that help 
them learn about the subject they are studying. o o o o o 
14. I tell the class about librarjVmedia materials that will help 
them learn about the subject they are studying, when appropriate. o o o o o 
15. I am well organized. o o o o o 
16. I like it when students ask questions. o o o o o 
17. I have students work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which they are involved. o o o o o 
18. I encourage students to look at problems in new ways and to 
find new ways to solve problems. o o o o o 
19. I am available to help students during class time and other 
times during the day. o o o o o 
20. I monitor student work, as they are doing it, to see if they 
understand the lesson. o o o o o 
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PRINCIPAL'S FEEDBACK TO TEACHER 
GRADES 9-12 
Rate the teacher on the following items: 
I = never, 2 = not often, 3 = sometimes, 4 = usually, 5 = almost always 
1 1 J A J. 
1. The teacher makes class work interesting. O o o o o 
2. The teacher asks questions in class to see if the students 
understand what has been taught. O o o o o 
3. The teacher gives assignments related to the subject students 
are studying. O o o o o 
4. Teacher ensures that there is discussion and summarization of 
each lesson just studied. O o o o o 
5. This teacher tells students how they can use what they already 
have learned to learn new things. O o o o o 
6. This teacher maintains discipline in the classroom. O o o o o 
7. This teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. O o o o o 
8. This teacher gives students feedback about their performance. O o o o o 
9. This teacher knows more about the subject than other teachers 
I have observed. O o o o o 
10. This teacher assigns homework that helps students to learn 
the subject being taught. O o o o o 
11. This teacher makes materials and worksheets for students to use. O o o o o 
12. This teacher uses a variety of classroom activities and 
resources. O o o o o 
13. This teacher uses films or videotapes for students to watch 
that help them learn about the subject they are studying. O o o o o 
14. This teacher tells the class about library/media materials 
that will help them learn about the subject they are studying, 
when appropriate. O o o o o 
15. This teacher is well organized. O o o o o 
16. This teacher likes it when students ask questions. O o o o o 
17. This teacher has students work in different groups depending 
upon the activity in which they are involved. O o o o o 
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Principal's Feedback to Teacher, Grades 9-12 Page : 
1  ^ -4 _5 
18. This teacher encourages students to look at problems in new 
ways and to find new ways to solve problems. O O O O O 
19. This teacher is available to help students during class time 
and other times during the day. O O O O O 
20. This teacher looks at students' work, as they are doing it, 
to see if they understand the lesson. O O O O O 
131 
APPENDIX E. DIRECTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 
ADMINISTRATION 
132 
Student Feedback to Teachers 
Suggestions for Administering the Questionnaires to Students 
Field use of the Student Feedback to Teachers Questionnaire has suggested tips for 
obtaiiung feedback. The following guidelines should improve adniinistration of 
the questionnaire: 
a. Read each direction to every class regardless of age (see special instructions 
for K-2 students on instrument). 
b. Students in grades 3 and above v^dll use No. 2 pencils and scan forms (answer 
sheets). 
c. Insist that no names be written on the scan forms and that "personalized" pen 
or pencil colors be avoided. Say that you want "confidential" answers that 
you will add together to "get the big picture.|]^Make it clear this is volvmtary. 
If students prefer not to participate, they simply do not return the scan form. 
d. Suggest that students cover up their answer sheet if they ask you questions 
during the administration. 
e. Refrain from making any comments other than the specified directions. 
Never say "This is my report card." or "I hope I do well!" 
f. Ask a student to pick up the completed scan forms (again the reason is to 
assure anonymity). 
g. Seal the scan forms in the envelope provided and return it to the central office 
to be forwarded to Dick Manatt at Iowa State University. 
h. If you have questions, call me at 515-294-5521. 
Dick Manatt 
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Self Feedback to Teachers 
Suggestions for Completing the Questionnaires 
a. Your packet contains one questionnaire and a scan form. The scan form is 
pre-coded with your assigned 2-digit teacher ID and a code designating that a 
teacher completed the questionnaire. 
b. Use a No. 2 pendl and do not fill in your name. Completing this 
questionnaire is voluntary. 
c. Seal the scan form in the envelope provided and return it to the central office 
to be forwarded to Dick Manatt at Iowa State University. 
d. If you have questions, call me at 515-294-5521. 
Dick Manatt 
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Principal Feedback to Teachers 
Suggestions for Completing the Questionnaires 
a. Your packet contains one questiormaire and a scan form for each teacher in 
yoirr building. The teacher's name is written at the top left of the scan form. 
The scan form is also pre-coded with the assigned 2-digit teacher ID and a 
code designating that a principal completed the questionnaire. 
b. Use a No. 2 pendl and do not fill in your name. Completing these 
questionnaires is volimtary. 
c. Please complete the questionnaire for each teacher. Seal the scan forms in the 
envelope provided and return it to the central office to be forwarded to Dick 
Manatt at Iowa State University. 
d. If you have questions, call me at 515-294-5521. 
Dick Manatt 
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APPENDIX F. HUMAN SUBJECTS FORM 
AND LETTERS OF PERMISSION FROM THREE DISTRICTS 
Wi1cox 
L a s t  N a m e  o f  P r i n c i p a l  I n v e s t i g a t o r  
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Checklist for Attacfaments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. S LetJfir or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s). how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for pamdpation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the leseaich activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) panidpation is voluntary; nonpanicipaiion wiU not affect evaluations of the subjea 
13.0 Consent form (if applicable) 
lA.j^Leva of approval for research from cooperanng organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
IS.^pata-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated date^ for contaa with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
5/15/94 6/15/94 
Month / Day / Ye«r Month / Day / Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that idendfiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be eiase± 
N/A 
Month/Day/Year 
18. Signature of Departmental Execudve^EGcer Date Department or Administradve Unit 
/ Professional Studies in Education 
19. Decision of the University human Subjects Review Committee: 
^ Project Approved Piojea Not Approved No Action Required 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  
Dae Signaoire of Committee Chai^rson Name of Committee Chairperson t ipen^ 
G C : l / 9 0  
EJDS-7466 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPENDENTS SCHOOLS 
OFFICE OF THI 13 7 NAL DIRECTOR 
GERMANY REGION 
UNIT 29M9 BOX 285 
APO AE 09096 
JUf* 0 1 1994 
Ms. Joan Wilcox 
Assistant Superintendent 
DoDDS Hanau District 
APO AE 09165 
Dear Ms. Wilcox: 
Your research proposal has been approved. A copy of this 
approval must be attached to the instrument used in the surveys. 
Any mailing expenses are personal. Government-franked envelopes 
or stationery cannot be used. In accordance with DS Regulation 
2071.2, DoDDS Research Approval Process, dated May 24, 1983, upon 
completion of the research project, send 15 copies of the 
executive summary and 5 copies of the complete report to: 
Department of Defense Education Activity, Office of Dependents' 
Education, Attn: Director, 4040 North Fairfax Drive, Arlington, 
Virginia, 22203. 
I hope that the research results will prove beneficial to all 
concerned. 
Sincerely, 
J. H. BLACKSTEAD 
Director 
cc: Deputy Director 
Chief, Education Division 
Dr. John Dal Santo 
Education Division 
T5 ^  V-s T Basebor-Unvvood High School • Basehor-Unwood Middle School 
n€l^^fLLMi''l^Ll LLUiJLJLL Basahor Bementary School' Unwood Bamentafy School 
Unified School District - 458 
2008 N. 155th Street, P.O. Box 282 • Basehor, Kansas 66007-0282 • (913) 724-1396 • (913) 723-3400 
138 Fax:(913)724-2709 
Edwin L SInIc 
Superintendent 
David G. Pendleton 
Associate Superintendent 
April 28, 1994 
Dr. Richard Manatt, Ph.D. 
Director. School Improvement Model Project.s 
Iowa State University 
N229 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
Dear Dr. Manatt: 
Basehor-Linwood USD 458 authorizes you and your SIM research team to analyze and norm our 
district's climate using the School Improvement Inventor\' and the Student Feedback to Teachers. 
We have used all standard precautions for human subjects in research to create implied informed 
consent. All district employees and students know that they do not have to participate and the 
submission of their completed scan forms constitutes "implied informed consent." 
Furthermore, your doctoral student, Mrs. Joan Wilcox, has our district's pennission to include our 
student feedback data, teacher staff ratings, and principals' ratings in her dissertation. In return, 
we expect her to provide (1) analysis of data, (2) reports for each teacher, the aggregate district 
profile, and Lhe national norms for 1993-94. 
•DaJ'id G. Pendleton 
Associate Superintendent 
'All Students Developing and Reaching Their Potential' 
An Equ«J Errpto)rm*nt/Educitiond Oppomimtty Ag«nqr 
DKTRICT h0.1  
ITLiriCOLn COUMTY 
:22 U.S. 30 North • P.O. Box 335 • (307)877-9095 
DIAMONDVILLE. Wyoming 83116 • FAX « (307) 877-9638 
CREATING A PROMISING FUTURE THROUGH EDUCATION 
April 26, 1994 
Dr. Richard Manatt, Ph.D. 
Director, School Improvement Model Projects 
Iowa State University 
N229 Lagomarino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dear Dr. Manatt: 
This is to authorize you and your SIM research team to analyze and norm our 
district's climate using the School Improvement Inventory and the Student Feedback to 
Teachers. 
We have used all standard precautions for human subjects in research to create 
implied informed consent. All district employees and students know that they do not 
have to participate and that submission of their completed scan forms constitutes 
"implied informed consent." 
Furthermore, your doctoral student, Mrs. Joan Wilcox, has our district's 
permission to include our student feedback data, teacher staff ratings, and principals' 
ratings in her dissertation. In return, we expect her to provide (1) analysis of data, 
(2) reports for each teacher, the aggregate district profile, and the national norms for 
1993-1994. 
Sincerely, 
Ron Maughan 
Superintendent 
RM:c 
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APPENDIX G. MEAN RATINGS OF 
INDIVIDUAL ITEMS (K-12) (COMBINED) 
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Table G.l. Average total scores, student feedback 
Lowest Highest No. of 
Grade Average Number of average average student 
level total score® S.D. teachers rating rating raters 
K-2 61 .64 8 .65 103 23 . 95 79 . 06 2, 865 
3-5 59 . 91 8 . 05 117 41 .19 79 . 02 3 , 603 
6-8 54 , .97 8 , .30 125 30 , .44 76 . 33 7, 200 
9-12 56 . 52 9. 38 157 23 . ,67 75 . , 71 7, 508 
All levels 
combined 57 . 97 9. 02 502 23 . 95 79. 06 21,176 
'The maximum total score is 80. Average total scores computed on 
data from 8 districts (20 buildings). 
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Table G.2. Mean ratings of student feedback—individual items (K-2)' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My school day is interesting. 3.03 0.55 
2. We do the same thing every day in class. 3.00 0.84 
3. I pay attention in class. 3.36 0.45 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 3.17 0.67 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 2.10 1.00 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 2.69 0.82 
7. My teacher is usually prepared for class. 3.40 0.47 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.S2 0.36 
9. My teacher is fair with everybody. 2.91 0.68 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 3.2 0 0.69 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 3.32 0.53 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 3.42 0.42 
13. My teacher tells me that I do good work. 3.36 0.42 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me learn about the lesson. 3.08 0.59 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 3.47 0.47 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. 3.05 0.62 
17. My teacher is easy to understand. 3.14 0.57 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 3.15 0.51 
19. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to learn. 2.88 0.73 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.48 0.44 
Average total score 61.64 8.65 
'Scale: 0=sad face, 2=neutral face, 4=happy face. 
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Table G.3. Mean ratings of student feedback—individual items (3-5)' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. Our teacher makes our work interesting. 2.91 0.52 
2. My school day is interesting. 2.74 0.63 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 2.81 0.68 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.38 1.11 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 2.83 0.81 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.45 0.84 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 3.28 0.4 9 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 3.43 0.41 
9. I finish my work before class is over. 2.93 0.55 
10. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 2.65 1.03 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. 2.92 0.65 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 3.44 0.34 
13. My teacher knows me well. 3.36 0.4 5 
14. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish my 
assignment before class is over. 3.05 0.65 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 3.11 0.52 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.04 0.48 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.22 0.41 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 3.08 0.50 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources, 3.06 0.50 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 3.47 0.38 
Average total score 59.91 8.05 
^Scale: 0=Never, 1-Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table G.4. Mean ratings of student feedback—individual items (6-8)® 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.58 0.69 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 2.84 0.55 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.15 0.45 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.23 0.46 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.3 5 0.50 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 2.75 0.59 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 3.07 0.42 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.80 0.54 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 2.11 0.59 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are 
going to do and why we are going to do it. 2.76 0.52 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to use if 
we understand what has been taught. 2.86 0.51 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to understand. 2.78 0.55 
13. My teacher looks at our work, as we are doing 
it, to see if we understand the lesson. 2.63 0.60 
14. My teacher knows more about the subject than 
other teachers I have had. 2.90 0.63 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
an assignment before the class is over. 2.26 0.66 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets 
for us to use. 2.71 0.53 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 2.87 0.74 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments 
quickly. 2.54 0.62 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.71 0.61 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 2.71 0.58 
Average total score 54.97 8.3 0 
®Scale; 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
145 
Table G.5. Mean ratings of student feedback—individual items (9-12)' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.66 0.61 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if we under­
stand what has been taught. 2.98 0.52 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.3 5 0.54 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have 
just studied. 2.93 0.55 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we 
have already learned to learn new things. 2.67 0.56 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.06 0.61 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.76 0.68 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my 
performance. 2.78 0.52 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 3.22 0.55 
10. My homework helps me learn the subject being 
taught. 2.830.61 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for 
us to use. 2.98 0.66 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.70 0.58 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn 
about the subject we are studying. 2.54 0.90 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us learn about the 
subject we are studying, when appropriate. 2.29 0.76 
15. My teacher is well organized. 2.96 0.61 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 3.07 0.51 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which we are involved. 2.66 0.63 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems 
in new ways and find new ways to solve problems. 2.69 0.58 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 3.03 0.52 
20. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.88 0.56 
Average total score 56.52 9.38 
^Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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APPENDIX H. 
MANNHEIM DISTRICT STUDENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
AND MEAN RATINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS (K-12) 
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Table H.l. Mannheim student ratings—means and standard deviations" 
Level Mean S .D. 
No. of 
teachers 
No. of 
students 
K-2 59 . 56 13 . 84 7 140 
3-5 61. 21 10. 38 10 164 
6-8 56. , 03 14 . 00 4 274 
9-12 59. 71 12 . 66 6 360 
^Maximum mean score is 80. 
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Table H.2. Mean ratings for individual items—Mannheim (K-S)" 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My school day is interesting. 2.90 1.28 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 3.20 1.12 
3. I pay attention in class. 3.44 1.08 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 2.87 1.32 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 1.81 1.73 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 2.97 1.28 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. 3.32 1.09 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.70 0.99 
9. We often have to take a test in class. 2.49 1.57 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 2.43 1.79 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 3.17 1.4 0 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 3.33 1.09 
13 . My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 3.39 1.17 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me learn about the lesson. 2.97 1.55 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 3.36 1.23 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. 2.90 1.45 
17. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. 2.94 1.45 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 2.77 1.57 
19. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.39 1.70 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.40 1.19 
Average total score 59.56 13.84 
"Scale: 0=sad face, 2=neutral face, 4=happy face. 
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Table H.3. Mean ratings for individual items—Mannheim (3-5)^ 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. Our teacher makes our work interesting. 2.98 1.00 
2. My school day is interesting. 2.85 1.03 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 2.63 l.io 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.71 1.25 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 2.99 1.08 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.10 1.32 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good work. 3.52 0.99 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 3.51 0.79 
9. I finish my work before class is over. 3.04 1.06 
10. If I finish my work before class is over, my 
teacher gives me interesting work. 2.3 5 1.36 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without having 
to wait a long time for it. 2.82 1.19 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 3.54 0.88 
13. My teacher knows me well. 3.51 0.97 
14. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.35 1.02 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 3.13 1.16 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.24 1.01 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 3.35 0.91 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 3.14 1.00 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 3.09 1.07 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 3.61 0.80 
Average total score 61.21 10.38 
"Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table H.4. Mean ratings for individual items—Mannheim (6-8)' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.68 1.13 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 2.88 1.10 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.31 0.94 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.25 0.99 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.60 0.7 7 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 2.94 1.07 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 3.11 0.94 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.80 1.20 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 2.01 1.28 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we are 
going to do and why we are going to do it. 2.68 1.21 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to use if 
we understand what has been taught. 3.18 1.02 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to understand. 2.81 1.16 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing it 
to see if we understand the lesson. 2.64 1.23 
14. My teacher knows more about the subject than 
other teachers I have had. 2.86 1.11 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish an 
assignment before the class is over. 1.82 1.40 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets 
for us to use. 3.04 1.12 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 3.06 1.07 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.19 1.41 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 2.56 1.31 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 2.81 1.18 
Average total score 56.03 14.00 
®Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table H.5. Mean ratings for individual items—Mannheim (9-12) 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.91 l.Ol 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 3.41 0.90 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.84 0.50 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have just 
studied. 3.45 0.84 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we have 
already learned to learn new things. 2.78 1.17 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.25 0.90 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 3.39 0.86 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 3.13 1.00 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 3.16 0.96 
10. My homework helps me learn the subject being 
taught. 3.28 0.97 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for 
us to use. 3.25 0.97 
12 . My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 2.56 1.23 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn 
about the subject we are studying. 1.99 1.70 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us learn about the 
subject we are studying, when appropriate. 1.49 1.49 
15. My teacher is well organized. 3.46 0.80 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 3.42 0.88 
17. We work in different groups depending upon the 
activity in which we are involved. 2.65 1.27 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems 
in new ways and find new ways to solve problems. 2.88 1.19 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 3.42 0.91 
20. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 3.02 1.12 
Average total score 59.71 12.66 
^Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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APPENDIX I. 
LINCOLN COUNTY DISTRICT #1 STUDENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
AND MEAN RATINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS (K-12) 
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Table I.l. Lincoln County District #1 student ratings-means and standard 
deviations® 
Level Mean S • D. 
No. of 
teachers 
No. of 
students 
K-2 63 . 57 11. 33 13 207 
3-5 53 .15 11. 00 16 300 
6-8 52 , 85 17. 11 19 398 
9-12 51. 67 16 . 49 25 344 
District wide 55. 15 10. 53 73 
^Maximum mean score is 80. 
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Table 1.2. Mean ratings for individual items—Lincoln County District #1 
(K-2) (N=204)= 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My school day is interesting. 3.09 1.36 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 3.46 l.ll 
3. I pay attention in class. 3.45 1.00 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 3.29 1.11 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 1.87 1.70 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 2.58 1.54 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. 3.53 1.02 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.72 0.94 
9. We often have to take a test in class. 3.02 1.23 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 2.96 1.64 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 3.67 0.93 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 3.3 3 1.17 
13 . My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 3.44 1.06 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me learn about the lesson. 3.36 1.07 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 3.59 1.04 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. 3.18 1.26 
17. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. 3.11 1.29 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 3.15 1.43 
19. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.61 1.52 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.41 1.11 
Average total score 63.57 11.33 
''Scale: 0=sad face, 2=neutral face, 4=happy face. 
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Table 1.3. Mean ratings for individual items—Lincoln County District #1 
(3-5) (N=300)'' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. Our teacher makes our work interesting. 2.55 1.07 
2. My school day is interesting. 2.24 1.12 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 2.07 1.40 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 1.54 1.18 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 2.89 1.10 
6. My teacher gives our v;ork back to us quickly. 1.70 1.25 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 3.18 1.11 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 3.33 0.96 
9. I finish my work before class is over. 2.74 1.01 
10. If I finish my work before class is over, my 
teacher gives me interesting work. 1.67 1.3 0 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 2.56 1.17 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 3.52 0.77 
13. My teacher knows me well. 3.44 0.96 
14 . My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 3.18 0.99 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 2.85 1.25 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 2.67 1.13 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.10 1.02 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 2.92 1.12 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.85 1.13 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 3.42 0.89 
Average total score 53.15 11.00 
^Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table 1.4. Mean ratings for individual items—Lincoln County District #1 
(6-8) (N=398)'' 
Student feedback statements 
Mean 
rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.32 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 2.81 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.16 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.32 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.32 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 2.61 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 2.93 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.61 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 1.76 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. 2.62 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to use 
if we understand what has been taught. 2.90 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to understand. 2.57 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.69 
14. My teacher knows more about the subject than 
other teachers I have had. 2.67 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if I finish 
an assignment before the class is over. 1.70 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets 
for us to use. 2.58 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 3.06 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.50 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 2.45 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 2.44 
1.32 
1.27 
1.14 
1. 04 
1.22 
1.40 
1.23 
1.28 
1.30 
1.34 
1.30 
1.27 
1.37 
1.28 
1.44 
1.36 
1.24 
1.30 
1.36 
1.45 
Average total score 52.85 17.11 
^Scale; 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table 1.5. Mean ratings for individual items—Lincoln County District #1 
(9-12) (N=344)» 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.4 0 1.2 0 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 2.81 1.12 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.29 1.06 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have 
just studied. 2.78 1.20 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we 
have already learned to learn new things. 2.33 1.19 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 2.95 1.18 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.61 1.17 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 2.54 1.18 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 2.94 1.16 
10. My homework helps me learn the subject being 
taught. 2.42 1.31 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for 
us to use. 2.74 1.28 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.41 1.23 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn 
about the subject we are studying. 2.32 1.47 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us learn about the 
subject we are studying, when appropriate. 1.82 1.29 
15. My teacher is well organized. 2.85 1.09 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.87 1.12 
17. We work in different groups depending upon 
the activity in which we are involved. 2.29 1.29 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems 
in new ways and find new ways to solve problems. 2.31 1.24 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 2.89 1.11 
20. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.66 1.20 
Average total score 51.67 16.4 9 
^Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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APPENDIX J. 
BASEHOR-LINWOOD DISTRICT STUDENT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
AND MEAN RATINGS FOR INDIVIDUAL ITEMS (K-12) 
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Table J.l. Basehor-Linwood student ratings—means and standard deviations® 
Level Mean S .D. 
No. of 
teachers 
No. of 
students 
K-2 59 .76 11. 28 IS 330 
3-5 55 .25 11, ,96 18 621 
6-8 58 , .45 16 . 04 23 1, 843 
9-12 52 , 66 20 . 69 26 1, 770 
District wide 56. 56 8 . 25 82 
^Maximum mean score is 80. 
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Table J. 2. Mean ratings for individual items—Basehor-Linwood (K-2)'' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My school day is interesting. 2.82 1.35 
2. My teacher gives us enough time to do our work. 3.04 1.3 8 
3. I pay attention in class. 3.38 1.07 
4. Our discussions are about the lesson being studied. 3.22 1.28 
5. Our work is too hard for us. 1.74 1.44 
6. My teacher gives us homework. 2.35 1.42 
7. My teacher comes to class on time. 3.53 1.05 
8. My teacher makes me follow the rules. 3.67 0.99 
9. We often have to take a test in class. 2.44 1.3 7 
10. My teacher cares if I waste time in class. 3.20 1.51 
11. I work in this class even if the teacher is not 
watching. 3.4 0 1.25 
12. I can get help from my teacher when I need it. 3.35 1.09 
13 . My teacher gives me new work to do when I am 
ready for it. 3.18 1.37 
14. My teacher tells me where I can find information 
to help me learn about the lesson. 3.05 1.42 
15. My teacher is ready for class when it is time 
to begin. 3.57 1.03 
16. I know what the teacher wants us to do. 2.78 1.56 
17. My teacher gives me interesting work if I finish 
my work before class is over. 2.87 1.46 
18. My teacher has us learn hard lessons in small 
steps. 3.06 1.49 
19. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.29 1.56 
20. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 3.29 1.29 
Average total score 59.76 11.28 
"Scale: 0=sad face, 2=neutral face, 4=happy face. 
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Table J.3. Mean ratings for individual items-Basehor-Linwood (3-5) • 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. Our teacher makes our work interesting. 2.82 1.11 
2. My school day is interesting. 3.3 9 1.10 
3. We go back over each lesson when we finish it. 2.78 1.18 
4. My teacher gives us work to do at home. 2.07 1.3 0 
5. Our discussions are about the subject being 
studied. 3.08 1.06 
6. My teacher gives our work back to us quickly. 2.39 1.27 
7. My teacher makes me feel good when I do good 
work. 2.87 1.25 
8. I can get help from my teacher. 3.2 0 0.99 
9. I finish my work before class is over. 2.65 1.07 
10. If I finish my work before class is over, my 
teacher gives me interesting work. 1.63 1.29 
11. My teacher gives me new work to do without 
having to wait a long time for it. 2.27 1.34 
12. My teacher explains the lesson clearly. 3.31 0.95 
13. My teacher knows me well. 3.30 1.03 
14. My teacher will explain new things in a way 
that is easy to understand. 3.06 1.03 
15. My teacher has us work at the right pace. 2.89 1.14 
16. My teacher tells us what new things we can learn 
in each lesson. 2.74 1.21 
17. My teacher will explain new things in a way that 
is easy to understand. 3.07 1.00 
18. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 2.70 1.16 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.98 1.07 
20. My teacher is well prepared. 3.25 1.11 
Average total score 55.25 11.96 
''Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table J.4. Mean ratings for individual items—Basehor-Linwood (6-8)' 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.64 1.2 9 
2. My teacher is fair with all. 2.96 1.19 
3. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 3.20 1.05 
4. My teacher is well prepared for our class. 3.32 0.95 
5. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.49 0.88 
6. We discuss and summarize each lesson just studied. 2.87 1.18 
7. Our discussions focus on the topic of the lesson. 3.16 1.02 
8. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.89 1.16 
9. I have more time to do my work than I need. 2.40 1.26 
10. My teacher starts lessons explaining what we 
are going to do and why we are going to do it. 2.84 1.23 
11. My teacher asks us questions in class to use 
if we understand what has been taught. 2.83 1.2 0 
12. My teacher explains new ideas in a way that is 
easy to understand. 2.88 1.18 
13. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.50 1.33 
14. My teacher knows more about the subject than 
other teachers I have had. 3.14 1.08 
15. My teacher has work for me to do if 1 finish 
an assignment before the class is over. 2.76 1.24 
16. My teacher often makes materials and worksheets 
for us to use. 3.01 1.12 
17. My teacher gives tests and quizzes. 3.14 1.07 
18. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.89 1,20 
19. My teacher uses a variety of classroom activities 
and resources. 2.82 1.26 
20. My teacher gives enough time to do our work. 2.91 1.23 
Average total score 58.45 16.04 
^Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
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Table J.5. Mean ratings for individual items—Basehor-Linwood (9-12)" 
Mean 
Student feedback statements rating S.D. 
1. My teacher makes class work interesting. 2.54 1.3 5 
2. My teacher asks questions to see if we understand 
what has been taught. 2.63 1.28 
3. My teacher gives assignments related to the 
subject we are studying. 3.14 1.30 
4. We discuss and summarize each lesson we have 
just studied. 2.64 1.37 
5. My teacher tells us how we can use what we 
have already learned to learn new things. 2.44 1.38 
6. My teacher maintains discipline in our classroom. 2.84 1.29 
7. My teacher returns tests and assignments quickly. 2.51 1.47 
8. My teacher gives me feedback about my performance. 2.61 1.32 
9. My teacher knows a lot about this subject. 2.87 1.27 
10. My homework helps me learn the subject being 
taught. 2.51 1.47 
11. My teacher makes materials and worksheets for 
us to use. 2.74 1.42 
12. My teacher uses a variety of classroom 
activities and resources. 2.61 1.34 
13. The films or videotapes we watch help us learn 
about the subject we are studying. 2.34 1.59 
14. My teacher tells the class about library/media 
materials that will help us learn about the 
subject we are studying, when appropriate. 2.17 1.57 
15. My teacher is well organized. 2.78 1.31 
16. My teacher likes it when we ask questions. 2.87 1.24 
17. We work in different groups depending upon 
the activity in which we are involved. 2.64 1.39 
18. My teacher encourages us to look at problems 
in new ways and find new ways to solve problems. 2.55 1.38 
19. My teacher is available to help me during class 
time and other times during the school day. 2.81 1.32 
20. My teacher looks at our work as we are doing 
it to see if we understand the lesson. 2.73 1.38 
Average total score 52.66 2 0.69 
®Scale: 0=Never, l=Not often, 2=Sometimes, 3=Usually, 4=Almost 
always. 
